The association of performance ratings of teachers and achievement of students in the classroom by Wilkerson, David James
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1997
The association of performance ratings of teachers
and achievement of students in the classroom
David James Wilkerson
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons, and the Educational
Assessment, Evaluation, and Research Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Wilkerson, David James, "The association of performance ratings of teachers and achievement of students in the classroom " (1997).
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 11571.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/11571
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 
fihns the text directfy fixmi the oiigiiiai or copy submitted. Thus, some 
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter fice, while others may be 
from any type of computer printer. 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 
and improper alignment can adversely affisct reproduction. 
In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 
manuscript and there are nussing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 
the deletion. 
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, b^inning at the upper left-hand comer and 
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small oveil^s. Each 
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced 
form at the back of the book. 
Photogr^hs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Ifigher quality 6" x 9" black and white 
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to 
order. 
UMI 
A Bell & Howell Infonnadon Gnnpai^ 
300 North Zedb Road, Ann Aitor NO 48106-1346 USA 
313/761-4700 800/521-0600 
i.1 
The associanon of perfonnance ratings of teachers and achievement of 
students in the classroom 
by 
David James Wilkerson 
A dissertation submitted to the graduate Acuity 
in partial fulfiUment of the requirements for the degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Major: Education (Educational Administration) 
Major Professor: Richard P. Manatt 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1997 
UMI ITuaber: 9814708 
UMI Microform 9814708 
Copyrigiit 1998, by UMI Company. All rigiits reserved. 
This microform edition is protected against unauthorized 
copying under Title 17, United States Code. 
UMI 
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103 
ii 
Graduate College 
Iowa State UniveniQr 
This is to certify that the doctoral dissertation of 
David James Wilkerson 
has met the dissertation requirements of Iowa State University 
For the i^or Program 
For the Graduate College 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
U1 
Dedicated to my wife, Lynn, and my two 
children, Derek and Taylor (TJ), who sacrificed 
and loved me throughout my efforts, and to 
my parents, Charles and Sylvia Wilkerson, who instilled 
me a thirst for knowledge, the desire to succeed, and 
die confidence to chase my dreams. 
iv 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
CHAPTER L INTRODUCTION 1 
Statement of the Problem 7 
Purposes of the Study 8 
Objectives of the Study 10 
Hypotheses to be Tested 10 
Basic Assumptions 12 
Delnnitations of the Stu(fy 12 
Human Subjects Release 13 
CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 14 
Process-Product Research 14 
School Reform and Accountabili  ^ 18 
Teacher Evaluation Expanded to 360-Degree Feedback* 21 
SIM Research 27 
Summary of Literature 32 
CHAPTER m. METHODS 39 
The Ratii^ Lostiuments 40 
The Criterion-Referenced Tests 42 
The Sample 43 
Collection of Data 45 
Analysis of Data 46 
Treatment of Data . 47 
i 
V 
CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 49 
Research Hypothesis 1 — Pretest to Posttest 52 
Research Hypothesis 2 — Male to Female 54 
Research Hypothesis 3 — SES 56 
Research Hypothesis 4 — Absences 58 
Research Hypotheses 5, 6,  7, and 8 — Ratings to Achievement 60 
Research Hypothesis 9 — Predictor 63 
Research Hypothesis 10 — Differences Between Teachers 68 
Research Hypothesis 11 — Elementary to Secondary 73 
CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, UMTTATIONS, 
DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 76 
Summary 76 
Conclusions 81 
Limitations 83 
Discussion 84 
Recommendations for Practice 88 
Recommendations for Further Research 90 
APPENDIX A. K-2 QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 93 
APPENDIX B. 3-5 QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 99 
APPENDIX C. 6-8 QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 104 
APPENDIX D. 9-12 QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 109 
APPENDIX E. K-12 PRINCIPAL SUMMATIVE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 115 
APPENDIX F. DIRECTIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION 121 
APPENDIX G. STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL RESPONSE BUBBLE 
SHEET RATING FORM 125 
APPENDIX H. STUDENT PRETEST, POSTTEST, GAIN SCORES BY 
TEACHER (READING, LANGUAGE ARTS, MATH) 127 
APPENDIX L HUMAN SUBJECTS RELEASE 131 
APPENDIX!. LINCOLN COUNTY DATA RELEASE 133 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 136 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 145 
vu 
UST OF TABLES 
Table 1. A summary of the research literature for student feedback to insouction 35 
Table 2. A summary of the research literature for self-evaluation to instruction 37 
Table 3. A summary of the research literature for 360-degree evaluation 38 
Table 4. Aggregate profile of partic^ating teachers, principals, and students 
per grade level 43 
Table 5. Aggregate profile of participating teachers, princ^als, and students 
per grade level in mathematics 44 
Table 6. Aggregate profile of partic^ating teachers, principals, and students 
per grade level in language arts 44 
Table 7. Aggregate profile of partic^ating teachers, principals, and students 
per grade level in reading 45 
Table 8. Mean ratings by students, principals, teachers (self), and principal 
summative 50 
Table 9. Means and standard deviations for criterion-referenced test z scores 
and Stanford Eighth Edition 51 
Table 10. Intercorrelations among criterion-referenced test z scores and Stanford 
Eighth Edition scores 51 
Table 11. National norm mean ratings by students compared to Lincoln CounQr 
District #1 means and standard deviations 52 
Table 12. Analysis of criterion-referenced pretest and posttest mean scores for 
K-12 reading 53 
Table 13. Analysis of criterion-referenced pretest and posttest mean scores for 
K-12 language arts 53 
Table 14. Axialysis of criterion-referenced pretest and posttest mean scores for 
K-12 mathematics 54 
Table 15. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for males and females in reading 55 
Table 16. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for males and females in language arts 55 
VIU 
Table 17. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for males and females m Tnathemariffs 55 
Table 18. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for low socioeconomic and middle 
and Ugh socioeconomic students in reading 57 
Table 19. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for low socioeconomic and middle 
and high socioeconomic students in language arts 57 
Table 20. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for low socioeconomic and middle 
and high socioeconomic students in mathematics 57 
Table 21. Analysis of high absence and regular attendance smdent mean posttest 
z scores in reading 58 
Table 22. Analysis of high absence and regular attendance smdent mean posttest 
z scores in language arts 59 
Table 23. Analysis of high absence and regular attendance smdent mean posttest 
z scores in m^ematics 59 
Table 24. Means and standard deviations for the three achievement variables and 
four ratings variables 61 
Table 25. Intercorrelanons among measures of student achievement and the 
evaluation instruments 61 
Table 26. Stepwise regression for reading achievement 64 
Table 27. Sununary of regression analysis for variables predicting student achievement 
on the criterion-referenced reading tests 64 
Table 28. Stepwise regression for language arts achievement 65 
Table 29. Sunomary of regression analysis for variables predicting student achievement 
on the criterion-referenced language arts tests 66 
Table 30. Stepwise regression for mathematics achievement 67 
Table 31. Sunomary of regression analysis for variables predicting student achievement 
on the criterion-referenced mathematics tests 67 
Table 32. Means and standard deviations of smdent z scores by reading teachers 69 
Table 33. One-way analysis of variance of smdent z scores by reading teachers 69 
Table 34. Means and standard deviations of smdent z scores by language arts 
teachers 70 
IX 
Table 35. One-way analysis of variance of snident z scores by language arts 
teachers 71 
Table 36. Means and standard deviations of student z scores by marhematfcs 
teachers 72 
Table 37. One-way analysis of variance of student z scores by mathematics 
teachers 73 
Table 38. Sche£G§ multiple range results for mathematics teachers 74 
Table 39. Analysis of mean score student ratings of elementary and secondary 
teachers 75 
1 
CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
During the early 1980s several reports addressing concerns about the state of education in 
the United States were released. Each report seemed to focus on the common theme of an 
educational system that was rotting on the vine with low studem achievement and poor qualiQr 
instruction. Corporate America tnm^ted the need for reforms in education sitniiar to what 
American business underwent in efforts at meeting demands placed on it due to increasingly 
competitive global markets during the decade of the '80s. The media, political interests, and 
public in general jtmqped on the school in^rovement bandwagon increasing the calls for the 
educational community to reform not only its process, but its products as well. 
Educational leaders have attenq>ted to address the concerns with extended school days, 
longer school years, more rigor in subject matter, and emphasis on the strategies and methods 
teachers use in the classroom to deliver instruction. Many of these efforts at improving process 
have been met with skepticism by parents and other interested parties outside of education. 
According to the American Association of School Administrators (AASA, 1991), a decade of 
piecemeal efforts to reform schools has not worked. While there have been some signs of 
progress, the AASA claims that fundamental change of schools requires a total-systems approach. 
While the government looks to establish standards against which all students can be 
measured to monitor the educational systems progress at m^roving product, parents continue to 
look for accountability in the form of smdent achievement results. Teacher performance 
evaluation lies at the heart of these efforts. Traditional teacher evaluation has focused on a 
process whereby a single administrator conducted a limited oumber of classroom observations, 
basing recommended improvements on these limited classroom contacts. Good and Mulligan 
(1990), in commenting on die history of teacher evaluation, state; 
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Rating systems were developed primarily for reasons external to teachers, that is, to 
demonstrate to the public that students were receiving appropriate instruction or that 
teachers were conqietent, rather than to provide teachers with information that they 
might use to improve instruction, (p. 200) 
In this country, Ae process and product of teacher evaluation have not always been viewed 
as inq>ortant for improving the qualiQr of education. Very few efforts have been made to establish 
accountability between student performance and teacher performance and the logical relationship 
that should exist between them. The teacher evaluation that has taken place, in many instances, 
has served no constructive purposes for in^roving perfonnance. McLaughlin (1990) points out, 
"Teachers are evaluated by one means or another in virtually every school district. And in most 
of those districts, teachers and administrators agree that the activiQr is ritualistic and largely a 
waste of time" 403). 
Foreshadowing the present focus on qualiQr results and concerns with public school refonn, 
teacher evaluation has the opportunity, some would say obligation, to inq>rove. Bruton and Crull 
(1982) maintain that "the most effective way to improve instruction is not by improved technology 
or curriculum modification but by improving teacher performance" Op- 204). Judkins (1987) 
concurs with that premise stating that "inq>roving the quality of education involves improving the 
quality of teacher performance" (p. 1). Quality principles, most notably attributed to the late W. 
Edwards Deming and his theories on total qualiQr management, addresses the everything-
connected-to-everything-else nature of schools. Rather than one individual or administrator being 
solely responsible for providing feedback on teacher evaluation, multiple data sets are necessary 
(Hidlebaugh, 1973; Harris, 1987; Cashin, 1988; Manatt, 1988; Gastel, 1991; Ferrare, 1990). 
Moen (1991) points out that performance of a person is the result of contributions of the 
individual plus the interaction of the person within the system. To evaluate performance for 
improvement, it is necessary to study all the factors within the system. 
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Businesses and corporations have recently begun en^loying mult^le feedback sets in 
their qualiQr improvement efforts. Smith (1993) describes ft as 360-degree feedback*, where 
executives and managers are evaluated by superiors, subordinates, peers, and customers with the 
goal of improving job evaluations and ultimately in^roving the produa for total customer 
satisfaction. Multiple data sets and 360-degree feedback* both have the goal of providing valuable 
information for instructors and managers, so that they can hi:q>rove the qualiQr of the educational 
experience, the quality of their products. With the 360-degree concept it is evident that 
instructional qualiQr and evaluation are challenges that are never permanently met. A corollary 
conclusion is that efforts to unprove instruction should be continual and based on a variety of 
information from the various sources within the educational system. Manatt (1997) en^hasizes 
that the 360-degree data set for teacher evaluation should include feedback from principals, peers, 
parents, and students, as well as self-reflection and student achievemem gains. 
Teaching is such a complex and contextualized phenomenon that any single mode of 
measurement will &il at assessing true teacher performance. A multiple strategy of teacher 
assessmem is necessary to gain a more con^lete picture of teacher performance and qualiQr. It 
stands to reason that the best teacher evaluation systems would provide evidence of teaching 
through the documentation of learning, both student learning and teacher learning. Teacher 
evaluations or assessments would logically include not only descr^tions of what teachers did in 
particular episodes over a period of time, but evidence or data of student performance on student 
outcomes, Qing the student performance to the actual teaching that preceded the outcomes 
through a varieQr of ratings and evaluations of the teachers. 
The Iowa State University School lDq>rovement Model's (SIM) Total Performance 
Evaluation system has focused on using mult^le data sets in teacher evaluation. Hidlebaugh 
(1973) created a model system using a multiple appraiser approach. Judkins (1987), Omotani 
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(1992), Weber (1992), and Price (1992) fiirthered this work by refining valid, reliable, and 
discriminating student feedback instruments for the total teacher evaluation system. 
Student feedback to teachers Qrpically consists of mean ratings for each item and a total 
mean score for the teacher. Marsh and Bafley (1993) point out that these mean ratings provide 
limited information, and teachers require more if they are to have the feedback necessary to 
improve instruction. They state that "the usefulness of this information is enhanced by 
con^arisons with a suitably constructed set of normative ratings" 12). Wilkerson (1994) 
established a norm base for the SIM studem ratmgs of teachers' instrument allowing teachers to 
determine if their ratings are above, below, or at the norm rating for all teachers. This norm base 
enables teachers to more readily identify areas to focus on for inq>rovement. 
In today's climate of accountability, student performance is as important in the total systems 
approach to evaluation as feedback &om principals, students, and peers. Cashin (1995), in writing 
on teacher evaluation at the university and college level, states, "Theoretically, the best criterion 
of effective teaching is smdent learning. Other things being equal, the students of more effective 
teachers should leara more" (p. 3). 
Gastel (1991) recommends self-assessment by way of videot^ing as one elemem in a 
multiple appraisal model. Gastel also advocates the use of peer review along with supervisor 
evaluations. A fourth component in Gastel's model is teaching evaluation by students. 
Only students themselves can say, for exanq>le, whether they found an instructor's 
teaching clear and imeresting. Also, when given well-constructed questionnaires, 
smdents can document whether instructors have exhibited behaviors associated with 
good teaching (e.g., defining course requirements, showing enthusiasm, giving clear 
explanations, identifying in^rtant points to learn, and correcting tests and 
assigimients promptiy). (Gastel, 1991, p. 343) 
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Aleamoni (1987) and Manalt (1987) both argue that comprehensive evaluation programs not 
only aim at improving individual coiiq>etencies but also have the larger aun of enhancing the 
qualiQr of education. The bottom line is, did the students leain? 
Teacher perfoimance and evaluation have long been areas of contention among educators at 
the K-12 level. How teacher performance actually relates to student achievement has rarely been 
smdied. Wilcox (1995) recommends a smdy conducted that is designed to hook smdent 
achievement gains to three rater sources consisting of students, principals, and a self-assessment 
by the teacher. Daniels (1989) established a relationship between teacher evaluation by well-
trained principals and smdem achievement data. 
The working definition for accountability in this study is; accountabiliQr—to be answerable 
for; to act in a credible manner. In school organizations a shift is occurring, i.e., toward being 
accountable for outputs, not just ii^uts. AccountabiliQr was the rallying cry of the reform 
movements of the 1980s. Both statewide and national testing expanded with test results being used 
for holding teachers and administrators accountable, for monitorii^ reform movements, and as 
actual tools of reform (Hamisch & Mabry, 1993; Koretz, 1992; Liim, 1992). 
The reform and accountabiliQr movements' demand for achievement data has driven the 
amount of testing to all-time highs. It has been estimated that the volume of testing done in 
schools has increased between 10 percent and 20 percent every year over the past few decades 
(Haney & Madaus, 1989). However, as the role of testing grew, so did the questions surrounding 
testing and actual student achievement. Widely used, standardize tests were criticized as being; 
1) unfair or biased agamst some kinds of students (Ayers, 1993); 2) designed so that at least half 
of the smdent population was below average (Ayers, 1993; Wiggins, 1989); 3) corrupters of die 
educational processes of teaching and learning (Haney & Madaus, 1989); and 4) used mosdy 
because of their ease of use and low costs of administration (Linn, 1992; Worthen, 1993). Putz 
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(1996), working with the Iowa State University School hnprovement Model's (SIM) team, 
examined smdent perfonnance on criterion-referenced tests developed in mathematics, smdying 
the relationsh  ^of student achievement to student characteristics of gender, race, socioeconomic 
status, and attendance. He found that these criterionrteferenced tests appeared to be successful in 
measuring mathematics perfonnance, and will allow the distria where they were developed to 
accurately examine student perfonnance and gather valid information in its drive to answer 
questions surrounding accountability. 
Burger (1996), when discussing who is accountable for learning, states: 'The options are; 
no one (the most popular response); schools, but not teachers or smdents; or some combination of 
schools, teachers, and students" (p. 44). 
In addition, he argues that qualiQr and equity, described by disaggregated smdent test data 
on the basis of race, gender, and socioeconomic status, are the bases for in^roving schools. If the 
accountabiliQr tests are to align with and measure content standards, criterion-referenced tests 
(CRTs) that are valid, reliable, and generalizable must be found or developed (Guskey, 1994). 
Wilkerson (1994) recommends studies examining the correlation among student achievement 
scores and smdent ratings of teacher perfonnance, collecting student demogn^hic data to 
determine its effects. 
Educators need knowledge of the connections between what teachers do and what students 
learn. Process-product research has generally been conducted in the early grades on low 
socioeconomic status students of color living in the inner cities with smdent achievement measures 
focusing on norm-referenced testing (Emans & Macmillan, 1989; Gage & Needels, 1989). 
Noim-referenced testing has often been criticized for its weakness in reflecting local 
curriculum, and therefore its weakness in assessing whether teacher practices are effective. 
Manatt and Daniels (1990) used curricular-aligned testing rather than relying on norm-referenced 
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testing. Their smdy showed that criterion-referenced pretests and posttests were much more 
sensitive to changes in teacher behaviors than norm-referenced tests. 
Research at Stanford UniversiQr, conducted by Lee Shulman, calls for subjea-matter 
specific research on teaching. According to his research, the element absent from the process-
product research of the '60s, '70s, and '80s was appropriate attention to the centraliQr of subject 
matter. He points out that teaching is always connected widi some subject matter to be taught and 
learned, and it is always addressed to specific pupils in the particularities of context. He further 
argues that teaching and its effectiveness function differendy in different content areas. When 
teaching mathematics to young children, dramatically different methods are used firom the 
teaching of literature to adolescents or adults. For these reasons, Shulman mamfaim! that subject 
matter needs to be included as a central feaoire of any study of teaching (Shulman, 1974, 1988, 
1989, 1991, 1996). 
The current clunate for educators and business people alike is focusing on inq>roving the 
qualiQr of their products and satisfying their customers. In education, teacher performance is 
identified as a major means of improving student performance. Multiple feedback sets that include 
data not only on teacher performance but the relationsh^ of teacher performance to student 
performance is not only desirable but demanded by today's sophisticated parents and interest 
groups. 
Statement of the Problem 
The Lincoln County School District No. 1 (Kemmerer, Wyoining) has spent a considerable 
amount of time developing criterion-referenced indicators of student achievement, as well as 
designing and inq)Iementing a teacher performance evaluation system that includes multiple data 
sets, all in their efforts at improving student and teacher performance and meeting new state 
i 
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accreditation standards outlined in the November 199S Wyoming Department of Education 
Accreditation Guide. The problem for this study was to address whether a relationsh  ^exists 
between student achievement on criterioo-referenced tests in the basic skills of reading, language 
arts, and mathematics, and performance ratmgs of teachers by their students, selves, the ofBcial 
district evaluation instrument, and a principal feedback instrument which parallels the student 
rating form. Pretest, posttest, and gain scores on the tests were used, along with principal ratii^s, 
student ratings, and self-ratings on the form refined by Omotani (1992), Weber (1992), and 
Wilcox (199S). All teachers, principals, and sQidents in the Lincoln CounQr School District were 
administered the teacher feedback instruments. Pretest scores from the beginning of the 1995-96 
school year, and posttest scores firom the end of the school year, were coded and analyzed. 
Student characteristics of gender, socioeconomic status, attendance records, and individual 
teacher class rosters were studied. If associations are positive, the study will be a validation of 
teacher behavior identified on the rating instruments. The three rating instruments consist of 20 
items that are positive descr^tors of teacher behavior and are a part of the 360-degree system 
developed for the district by the School Improvement Model (SIM) office at Iowa State 
University. The official district evaluation instrument provides an additive score. 
Purposes of the Soidy 
The purpose of this smdy is to examine the performance of K-12 smdents on criterion-
referenced reading, language arts, and matiiematics tests, and the relationsh  ^of these measures 
of smdent achievement to teacher performance measures by principals, students, and self-ratings 
by the teachers, with the intent of improving student performance through improved teaching. 
This investigation is of interest for several reasons. This investigation has the unique opportunity 
to use a district which has newly aligned curricula and a tying of assessment directiy to the 
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various cunicula thiougii the use of criterion-ceferenced tests. The district has also put in place 
the teacher feedback instruments developed and refined through previous SIM research. This 
provides the unique opportuniQr to focus on performance on the criterion-referenced tests, how 
perfonnance differs by gender, socioeconomic status, attendance, and what, any, relationsh^ 
exists between student performance and how teachers are rated on teaching performance by the 
supervising principals, students who are in the class daily, and the teachers themselves. Another 
goal was to investigate the degree to which certain &ctors inq>act student performance, i.e., 
gender, socioeconomic status, and attendance. 
The assembling, evaluation, and reporting of these disaggregated data will provide the 
Lincoln CounQr School District No. 1 with the evidence and repotting information necessary to 
meet the requirements for exemplary performance outlined in the 1995 Wyoming School 
Accreditation Guide. The framework developed for this smdy can serve as a template for other 
districts and schools in their quest for answers to the question of accountability, student 
achievement, and teacher performance. This study and findings will allow the distria to 
accurately examine smdent perfonnance and gather valid information in its drive to answer 
questions surrounding accountabiliQr. It will also allow the district to tie teacher performance 
evaluation instruments to student achievement, and identify relationships that may exist between 
the two. The smdy will show that it is possible to examine the performance of both students and 
teachers using more than simple descriptive statistics. 
In addition, the data gathered will enable us to determine if performance ratings of teachers 
vary by grade level, subject area, and if there are differences in how princ^als, students, and 
teachers rate the same instructor. 
The major goal of the smdy is to substantiate assessment measures to establish 
accountability—smdent perfotmance and teacher perfonnance and the relationship that should 
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exist between them. Little research has been done at the K-12 level studying the teladonsh  ^
between student achievement and teacher performance. Through close examination of student 
achievement and teacher perfoimance, educators should be able to identify and better understand 
those factors that impact student learning. Districts should be able to examme whether they are 
providing equitable educational opportunities to their entire student population. 
Objectives of the Study 
In order to accomplish the purposes of this study, it was necessary to address the following 
objectives: 
1. To investigate the literature on process-product research, 
2. To gather and organize student achievement, student demogr^hic, and teacher 
perfonnance data from the Lincoln County School District No. I, Kemmerer, 
Wyoming. 
3. To determine if a relationship exists between student achievement and teacher 
performance ratings (i.e., process-product validation of effective teaching behaviors). 
4. To provide student and teacher perfomiance infomiation to &cilitate school 
in^rovement efforts. 
Hypotheses to be Tested 
The postulates taken from the research on teaching and learning that are the bases for the 
research questions in this study are: 
1. Poor children do not do as well as middle class chfldren on elementary basic skills. 
2. Children with high absentee rates don't perform as well as children with regular school 
attendance. 
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3. Students in classrooms with high qualiQr teaching will perform better on assessments 
than students in classrooms without the same quality of instruction. 
4. Princ^al evaluation of teachers identifies qualiQr instruction. Current research indicates 
that, in &ct, student evaluation of teachers may be more accurate at identifying quality 
instruction than princ^al evaluation. 
The research hypotheses for this study are: 
1. The scores on the posttests of the criterionrreferenced tests will be significantly higher 
than the scores on the pretests of the criterion-referenced tests. 
2. The scores for males and females will not be significantly different on the criterion-
referenced tests. 
3. Low socioeconomic staQis smdents (SES) scored significantly lower on the criterion-
referenced posttests than middle and high socioeconomic status students (SES 
determined by eh'gibility or non-eligibiliQr for the proxied measure of free and reduced 
price lunches). 
4. High absence smdents scored significantly lower on criterion-referenced posttests than 
students with regular attendance. 
5. There is a positive relationship between princ^al ratings of teachers (on the feedback 
instrument) and studem achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. 
6. There is a positive relationship between smdem ratings of teachers and student 
achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. 
7. There is a positive relationship between teacher self-ratings and student achievemem on 
the criterion-referenced tests. 
8. There is a positive relationship between principal summative evaluations on the official 
district evaluation instrument and smdent achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. 
J 
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9. Which of the four ratings is the best predictor of student achievement on the criterion-
referenced tests? 
10. There will be no significant difference in student achievement scores between individual 
classroom teachers. 
11. The mean score ratings of teachers by elementary students will be greater than the mean 
score ratings for secondary teachers. 
Basic Assun^tions 
This study was based upon the following assun^>tions: 
1. Teaching practices have an intact on student achievement. Teacher performance will 
manifest itself in sttident performance. 
2. The public is looking for accountabiliQr in schools. There is a need to demonstrate a 
connection between student achievement and teacher evaluation processes. 
3. There is a need to validate teacher behaviors in terms of student achievement. 
4. Multiple data sources provide more meanmgfiil feedback for performance evaluation. 
5. Curriculum alignmem (the written curriculum, taught curriculum, and the tested 
curriculum are all the same) is inq>ortam for school accountabiliQr and credibiliQr. (SIM 
methodology for the past five years has been working toward that end.) 
6. The principals have adequate training to be accurate evaluatots of teacher performance. 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study included the followii^ smdents, teachers, and principals K-12 from the Lincoln 
County School District No. 1 located in Kemmerer, Wyoming: 351K-2 smdents, 13 teachers and 
one principal; 223 3-5 students, 16 teachers and one principal; 254 6-8 smdents, 17 teachers and 
13 
one principal; and 330 9-12 students, 27 teachers and one principal—for a total of 1,158 students, 
73 teachers, and four pr^^als. It contains the following delnnftations; 
1. The data for this study were collected in September 1995 and May and June 1996. 
Students at K-8 levels rated teachers for the entire school year. Some sudents at 9-12 
levels rated teachers for second semester courses only, while some smdents rated 
teachers for year-long courses. Principals' ratings and self-ratings will be based on 
year-long performance. 
2. It is assumed that the student ratings instniments were administered and collected 
according to the guidelines established by the School hnprovement Model. 
3. Only Lincoln CounQ  ^School District No. 1 in Kemmerer, Wyoming, will be used for 
data collection, limiting the generalizabili^ of the results. 
4. The findings of previous research conducted by Hidlebaugh (1973), Judkins (1987), 
Daniels (1989), Omotani (1992), Weber (1992), Wilkerson (1994), and Wilcox (1995) 
refining the survey questionnaires as to validity, reliability, and abiliQr to discriminate 
will be accepted for the purposes of this smdy. 
Human Subjects Release 
The Iowa State University Conmiittee on Use of Human Subjects in Research reviewed this 
project and concluded that the rights and wel&re of the human subjects were adequately 
protected, that the risks were outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the 
knowledge sought, that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed consent was 
obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The review process for this study mitially began by conducting searches through the ERIC 
system. This was followed by identifying relevant articles contained in bibliographies of prior 
research smdies, assessmg the Dissertation Abstracts, Educational Administration Abstracts, and 
Library Indexes. Searches were also conducted on the liitemet via two search engines, Yahoo at 
http;//www.yahoo.com, and Alta Vista at ht9;//ALTAVISTA.DIGITAL.C0M, as well as a 
search of the Consortium for Research on Educational Accountability and Teacher Evaluation 
(CREATE) website at ht^://www.wmich.edu/evaletr/ess. The Evaluation Center is a research 
and development unit that provides national and intetnadonal leadersh  ^for advancing the theory 
and practice of evaluation for education at Western Michigan UniversiQr. Finally, personal 
contacts were made with expert faculty in the areas of process-product research, effective 
teaching, and teacher evaluation. The process provided a rich array of findings regarding theory, 
knowledge of prior results, and contemporary practice. 
Several limitations of the search procedure should be noted: 
1. No systematic studies of sources outside of the United States were included; 
2. most of the smdies were from published sources, which tended to report only diose 
articles with significant results; and 
3. other contributions to the existing body of literature may have been excluded from the 
present smdy due to time constraints. 
Process-Product Research 
According to Gage (1994), process-produa research "is defined as that aimed at the 
discovery of relationships between what goes on in classrooms and smdent achievement of 
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educational objectives..." (p. 372). Process-product research began in earnest around 1960 when 
researchers sought to document the connections between teachers' behavior (process) and student 
academic outcomes product). Prior to that, research on teaching seldom examined processes in 
detail or products in the form of soident achievement (Gage & Needels, 1989; Gage, 1994; 
Emans & Milbum, 1989; Garrison & Macmillan, 1994). 
Process-product research fell somewhat into dis&vor in the 1980s as govemmem funding 
for educational research was reduced, partly because this research was expensive and Qpically 
analyzed norm-referenced test results of low socioeconomic status, inner city children of color 
(Adey, 1995; Garrison & Macmillan, 1994; Crawford, 1989). However, the literature is replete 
with recommendations that such research not only can yield useful information, but is the only 
approach which can in principle provide guidance to teachers and teacher educators on how 
professional practice might be changed to yield higher soident achievement (Adey, 1995). 
Educators need knowledge of the connections between what teachers do and what students 
learn. Teacher performance and evaluation have long been areas of contention among educators 
at the K-12 level. How teacher performance actually relates to student achievement has rarely 
been smdied. Process-product research has generally been conducted in the early grades on low 
socioeconomic status students of color living in the inner cities with smdent achievement measures 
focusing on norm-referenced testii  ^(Emans & Macmillan, 1989; Gage & Needels, 1989). 
Wilcox (1995) recommends a study conducted that is designed to hook student achievement gains 
to three rater sources consisting of students, princ^als, and a self-assessment by the teacher. A 
smdy such as this would be an atten^t to validate the correlation between the ratings of teacher 
performance and smdent achievement. Daniels (1989) established a relationship between teacher 
evaluation by well-trained princ^als and student achievemem data. 
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Norm-referenced testing has often been criticized for its weakness in reflecting local 
curricula. Assessing whether teacher practices are effective requires testing that measures the 
local curricula. Manatt and Daniels (1990) used curricular-aligned testmg rather than relying on 
norm-referenced testii .^ Their study showed that results on criterion-referenced pretests and 
posttests were much more sensitive to changes in teacher behaviors than were norm-referenced 
tests. 
Research at Stanford University, conducted by Lee Shubnan, calls for subject-matter 
specific research on teaching. According to his research, the element absent from the process-
product research of the '60s, '70s, and '80s was appropriate attention to the centrality of subject 
matter. He points out that teaching is always connected with some subject matter to be taught and 
learned, and it is always addressed to specific pupils in the particularities of context. He further 
argues that teaching and its effectiveness fimction differently in differem coment areas. When 
teaching mathematics to young children, dramatically different methods are used from the 
teaching of literature to adolescents or adults. For these reasons, Shulman maintains that subject 
matter needs to be included as a central feature of any study of teaching (Shulman, 1974,1988, 
1989, 1991, 1996). 
Shulman conducted his research while heading the Teacher Assessment Project at Stanford 
to plan, design, field-test, and evaluate assessment protoQrpes for national teacher certification. In 
1986 Shulman's team at Stanford received a grant firom the Carnegie Corporation to address three 
questions: 
What do teachers need to know? What do teachers need to know how to do? and 
What approaches can be developed to assess such knowledge, skills, dispositions and 
accomplishments that would be worthy of a national system of professional teacher 
certification? (Shulman, 1991, p. 1) 
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The research program was designed to create proto^pes for new teaching assessments in 
which the board-certified teacher is someone he describes '^ ho is sufficiently knowledgeable, 
skilled, and independent to exercise significant judgments at the school site regarding curriculum, 
instruction, swdents, and staff development" (Shulman, 1991, p. 12), and under the assumption 
that the National Board would be conduct  ^a voluntary assessmem and certification program. 
As a result of this work, the National Board for Professional Teachmg Standards (NBPTS) was 
formed "to offer teachers the equivalent of advanced board certification in medicine" (Danielson, 
1996, p. 90). The rationale for the national board is that teachers should be able to earn advanced 
certification in any of the subject matter areas or levels. NBPTS plans to offer over 30 separate 
certificates to teachers on a voluntary basis. 
In establishing the criteria for these board certification examinations for teachers, Shulman 
and his research team designed exercises that would be modeled closely after identifiable aspects 
of teaching. The process combines the following elements; 
Written examinations of knowledge and reasoning, both mult^le-choice and open-
ended; performance assessments in the form of simulation exercises, coiiq)uter-based 
problems and structured interviews; observations of teaching, both direct and via 
videotape; documentation through reflective portfolios that can inchide significant 
san^les or exhibitions of student work (captioned and discussed), teachers' plans, 
smdent evaluations, recordings of classes and other artifacts produced in the course of 
classroom life; and combinations of the above methods, in particular, the combination 
of portfolios with subsequent assessment center evaluations. (Shulman, 1991, p. 17) 
As a result of the research done by the Stanford Teacher Assessment Project, the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards is up and tunning, using multiple assessment measures 
of teaching proficiency and skills, which Shulman refers to as a judicious blend of assessment 
methods. Much of the work can be linked to dialogue and discussions over the past two decades 
of national standards and national examinations aimed at inq>roving teacher and smdent 
performance in the nation's public schools. 
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School Reform and Accountabili  ^
Public school reform has been a recurring theme in the United States over the past two 
decades. Periiaps not since 19S7 when the former Soviet Union launched Sputnik, the first 
artificial earth satellite, have school programs and practices received so much attention, bi 19S7 
there was still an underlying confidence in the public school system and its abiliQr to deliver the 
desired results. Science and math programs were "beefed up" to meet head-on the seemingly 
superior or advanced state of Soviet technological learning and the perceived threat to the United 
States national security that the launching of the satellite fueled. 
The reform cries generated during the past decade were bom from a different "crisis" to 
our national security. Beginning with the often cited A Nation At Risk (National Commission on 
Excellence in Education, 1983) and numerous other more recent reports, schools have been 
continuously assailed for their inability to nnprove the standing of United States students in 
relation to foreign studetvts on comparative standardized tests. Educational leaders, political 
leaders, business leaders, and much of the general public want public education to provide 
students with a better education, in part so that they may compete with the best students from 
abroad. According to Manatt (199S), the problems of public education in the United States seem 
so great that: 
The public, parents, and politicians warn someone to blame, somebody to hold 
accountable. Teachers, it is said, should be accountable in terms of students' 
academic achievement; school boards and administrators are asked for organizational 
accountabiliQr; state and federal political leaders are expected to be fiscally 
accountable, (p. 8) 
According to Capper and Jamison (1993), the most insistent voice calling for educational 
reform has come from the business world. The lack of basic skills in the worl^lace by high 
school graduates has compelled industry to reeducate employees at great cost. 
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Jobnson (1997) states that "in recent years the public has come to believe that the key to 
educational nnprovement lies as much in upgrading the qualiQr of teachers as in revan^ing school 
programs and curricula" 69). 
The attempt to resolve the crisis in public school education has resulted in three different 
waves of reform movements. The first wave of educational refonn focused on raising 
requirements and stiffening attendance rules. The result was that virtually all states raised their 
graduation requirements and pushed the four-by-four curriculum consisting of four years of math, 
science, English, and social smdies. 
The second wave centered more on teacher preparation and con:q)ensation and less on the 
public schools. This reform movement focused on getting better teachers by raising salaries and 
then holding teachers accountable for improving student learning, bi its wake, the movement has 
encouraged a renewed interest in teacher evaluation. Judkins (1987) writes that ''inq)roving the 
qualiQr of education involves improving the qualiQr of teacher performance" (p. 1). Wilkerson 
(1994) asserts that "the improvement of teacher evaluation, though controversial at times, falls at 
the heart of the educational delivery system of schools" 1). Kathy Checkley (1996) in an 
article published by the Association for Siqiervision and Curriculum Development on teacher 
quality, cites a recem study which found "that every dollar spent on improvii^ teacher quali^ 
resulted in inq>roved student performance" Q>. 4). 
Wave three was inspired by then President George Bush and the nation's governors during 
their "Education Summit" in 1989. This movement centers on curriculum renewal or standards-
driven school reform, backed by the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. In addition to 
establishing goals and standards, this refomi effort also involves improving assessment practices 
at the local and state levels, deregulating schools, and holding everyone accountable. 
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The working definition for accountability in this study is: accountabiliiy—to be answerable 
for; to act in a credible manner. In school organizations a shift is occurrii ,^ i.e., toward being 
accountable for ou^ts, not just ii^uts. Accountabili  ^was the rallying cry of the reform 
movements of the 1980s. Both statewide and national testing e]q>anded with test results being used 
for holding teachers and administrators accountable, for monitoring reform movements, and as 
actual tools of reform (Hamisch & Mabry, 1993; Koretz, 1992; Linn, 1992). 
The reform and accountabiliQr movements' demand for achievement data have driven the 
amount of testing to all-tune highs. It has been estimated that the volume of testmg done in 
schools has increased between 10 percent and 20 percent every year over the past few decades 
(Haney & Madaus, 1989). However, as die role of testing grew, so did die questions surrounding 
testing and actual smdent achievement. Widely used, standardized tests were criticized as being: 
1) unfair or biased against some kinds of students (Ayers, 1993); 2) designed so that at least half 
of the student population was below average (Ayers, 1993; Wiggins, 1989); 3) corrupters of the 
educational processes of teaching and learning (Haney & Madaus, 1989); and 4) used mostly 
because of their ease of use and low costs of administration (Linn, 1992; Worthen, 1993). 
This increased enq>hasis on testing and accountabiliQr is being encouraged at the federal 
level as well. Hoff (1997) notes diat President Bill Clinton has announced a federally funded 
voluntary national testing initiative that would allow die states to "gauge whether students are 
meeting national standards of excellence in reading and math" (p. 26). Ultiinately, the Clinton 
plan hopes to test all fourth and eighth grade students in each state with this standardized national 
assessment. 
Putz (1996), working with the Iowa State UniversiQr School Improvement Model's (SIM) 
team, examined smdem performance on criterion-referenced tests developed in mathematics, 
smdying the relationship of smdent achievement to smdent characteristics of gender, race, 
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socioeconomic status, and attendance. He found that these criterion-refeienced tests appeared to 
be successM in measuring mathematics performance, and will allow the district where they were 
developed to accurately examine smdent performance and gather valid information in its drive to 
answer questions surrounding accountabiliQr. 
Burger (1996), when discussing who is accountable for learning, states: "The options are: 
no one (the most popular response); schools, but not teachers or students; or some combination of 
schools, teachers, and students" Q>. 44). 
Burger fiirther expresses that qualiQr and equity, described by disaggregated student test 
data on the basis of race, gender, and socioeconomic status, are the bases for improving schools. 
If the accountability tests are to align with and measure content standards, criterion-referenced 
tests (CRTs) that are valid, reh'able, and generalizable must be found or developed (Guskey, 
1994). 
Teacher Evaluation Expanded to 360-Degree Feedback* 
The evaluation of a teacher by one principal, or clinical supervision, was heavily influenced 
by Morris Cogan, Robert Anderson, and Robert Goldhammer at Harvard in the late 19S0s and 
early 1960s. It was later popularized by Madeline Hunter, Ernie Stachowsld, and Erline Minton. 
The model consisted of a preobservation conference, the observation, whereby the principal 
attempted to write down everything that the teacher said or did, an analysis and strategy stage 
where the principal labeled behaviors, and the supervisory conference and postconference 
analysis between the principal and teacher where they recapitulated the previous steps and came 
up with some improvement areas. While useful for coaching, this model often lacked validity, 
reliability, and discrimination power. 
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Johnson (1997) maintains that "by providing the public, administrators, and teachers with 
data on teachers' skills and performance, a teacher-evaluation system will increase the 
instrucdonal productivity of teachers, enhance student learning, and idtnnately unprove the 
qualiQr of the educational system" OP- '^ O). 
In 1987 an investigation by Don Medley and Homer Coker showed that evaluation by one 
principal had no association with how much students learned. Manatt and Kemis (1997) described 
a new method of evaluation that uses a total-systems ^roach to the measuremem and reporting 
of teacher performance rather than the clinical model that is fraught with weaknesses. 
Teaching is such a complex and contextualized phenomenon that any single mode of 
measurement will fail at assessing true teacher performance. A multiple strategy of teacher 
assessment is necessary to gain a more conq>lete picture of teacher performance and quali^. It 
stands to reason that the best teacher evaluation systems would provide evidence of teaching 
through the documentation of learning, both student learning and teacher learning. Teacher 
evaluations or assessments would logically include not only descriptions of what teachers did in 
particular episodes over a period of time, but evidence or data of student performance on student 
outcomes, tying the student performance to the actual teaching that preceded the outcomes 
through a varieQr of ratings and evaluations of the teachers. 
360-defree feedback* 
Systems thinking, pioneered by W. Edwards Deming and his concerns with quallQr control, 
requires that management look at schools and businesses from an everything-connected-to-
everything-else viewpoint. In the Deming approach to what has become known as Total QualiQr 
Management (TQM), qualiQr, as defined by customers, is what commands the focus. Continuous 
improvement is a part of the process. From an education standpoint, the pursuit of high smdent 
J 
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achievement is the definition of quality. In inlying these concepts to schools, the student or 
"customer" has input that is valued. In addition, input that addresses accountabili ,^ excellence of 
product, and level of performance is welcomed and the data utilized for inqprovement of 
instruction. 
The SIM research team, directed by Professors Richard Manatt and Shirley Stow at Iowa 
State UniversiQr, has employed what they term a total-systems ^roach to teacher evaluation for 
over two decades. Manatt (1987) maintains that teacher evaluation is a complicated task and 
should be multifaceted to reflea the various available data sources on how teachers are 
performing. There is a great deal of support in the literature for multiple-feedback evaluation 
systems in education and business as well. Gastel (1991) offers, "By obtaining evaluations from 
various sources, by various means, and at various times, you can more effectively improve your 
teaching and document its quality" (p. 342). Aleamoni (1987) expresses a similar opinion when he 
says "a comprehensive system of instructional evaluation needs to be established with various 
components..." 79). Hidlebaugh (1973) adds more siq)port: 
Past research has shown that an effective and successful teacher performance 
evaluation system must provide for a varieQr of iiq)uts. Indications are that there must 
be more than one rater, and that the development of an evaluation system must be a 
cooperative enterprise involving pupils, teachers, and administrators, (p. 89) 
Cashin (1995), in writing on teacher evaluation at the universiQr and college level, 
substantiates the position of multiple raters: "Writers on faculQr evaluation are almost universal in 
recommending the use of multiple sources of data. No single source of data...provides sufBcient 
information to make a valid judgment about overall teaching effectiveness" ^.1). 
Cashin contiiues by stating, "Theoretically, the best criterion of effective teaching is smdent 
learning. Other things being equal, the students of more effective teachers should leam more" (p. 
3). 
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Gastel (1991) recommends self-assessment by way of videot^ing as one element in a 
multiple appraisal model. Gastel also advocates the use of peer review along with supervisor 
evaluations. A fourth component in Gastel's model is teaching evaluation by students. 
Only students themselves can say, for exan^le, whether they found an instructor's 
teaching clear and interesting. Also, when given well-constructed questionnaires, 
snidents can document Aether instructors have exhibited behaviors associated with 
good teaching (e.g., defining course requirements, showing enthusiasm, giving clear 
explanations, identifying important points to learn, and correctmg tests and 
assignments pronq>tly). (Gastel, 1991, p. 343) 
Aleamoni (1987) and Manatt (1987) both argue that comprehensive evaluation programs not 
only aim at improving indivkhial competencies but also have the larger aim of enhancing the 
quality of education. The bottom line is, did the students learn? 
The business communiQr is also becoming increasingly aware of the necessity of using 
multiple data sets in formative evaluations of employees. Smith (1993) reports, "Employees at a 
growing number of U.S. companies are being asked by top managemem what they think of their 
bosses' strengths and weaknesses" 126). He emphasizes that evaluations based on a full circle 
of criticism as well as praise firom subordinates, peers, superiors, even customers are used. Some 
refer to this concept as upward evaluation. Smith (1993) labels it 360-degree feedback*, and he 
points out that it is a process where performance is reviewed by a full circle of people who have 
contact with the evaluatee. 
Armour (1997) reports: 
An intensive type of employment evaluation is in vogue, cropping up in more 
businesses nationwide. Dubbed the 360-degree or multisource review, the evaluation 
aims to inq>rove performance instead of just telling a worker how he or she has been 
doing. And with the more exhaustive review, the boss is no longer the only one 
gauging performance. 
Armour goes on to point out that a survey of 201 nationwide con^>anies showed that 
multisource assessments or more intensive performance reviews are catching on. 
25 
Santeusanio (1997) uses the multi-raters approach for superintendent, princ^al, curriculum 
director, and teacher evaluations in the Massachusetts school district where he is the 
superintendent, "^e have found that the collective opinions of several stakeholders mate the 
performance ^ raisal conference much more meaningful. The process has created a shared 
vision of performance standards" (p. 12). Additionally, Santeusanio claims the process has; 
• more precisely identified and measured performance standards for the superimendent, 
administrators, and teachers; 
• stimulated collegiality and trust between administrators and teachers; 
• shifted administrators' roles away from judge and jury to that of coach and mentor; 
• led to specific behavior change for professional improvement. 12) 
Darling-Hammond (1990) declares that *^6 public has come to believe that the key to 
education improvement lies as much in upgrading the quality of teachers as in revan^ing school 
programs and curricula" (p. 16). Hidlebaugh (1973) comments, 'Research has shown that 
administration ratings often tend to be based on factors other than those related to instructional 
competence" Q). 52). In his smdy, he concluded that a multi-appraiser system would provide a 
solution to the one-sided aspect of evaluation. StufQebeam (1988) addresses the importance of 
collaborative input from various stakeholders when developing personnel evaluation standards. 
"Educators, especially some of the older ones, have a great fear of feedback. Some teachers 
of any age have continually sought feedback from their first ei^rience as a student teacher" 
(Manatt & Kemis, 1997, p. 15). The concept of 360-degree feedback* helps allay some of the 
trepidations teachers may have, with stroi^ smdent performance data as the cornerstone of the 
evaluation process. 
Self-gvaluation 
Self-evaluation is where an individual makes a judgment concerning the worth or value of 
his or her performance. For diis study, self-evaluation is used interchangeably with self-rating. 
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self-assessment, and self-feedback. Self-evaluation by the teacher as con^ared to student feedback 
and principal evaluation is one of the major questions of the current smdy. Will the teacher rate 
him/her higher or lower than die students? Than the principal? Will there be areas of significant 
difference? Which will be the best predictor of student achievement? 
Scriven (1991) maintains that the concept of self-feedback should be examined. He does 
caution that self-evaluation cannot be given weight by itself, and also indicates that he believes 
self-evaluation as part of an evaluation process will inflate teacher ratings. 
Wilcox (1995) points out that there is general agreement that a teacher's expertise is 
garnered from practical experience. She points out, though, that there is not an automatic 
transference from e^rience to expertise. In order to make the transference, the teacher must 
reflect on and analyze those experiences. Airasian and Gullickson (1994) discuss teacher self-
assessment and its characteristics. "Self-assessment is provoked by many Actors but two main 
ones are dissonance in the environment and personal curiosiQ^ about practice" (p. 196). They go 
on to state that self-assessment is a "conscious act." 
Schon (1987) claims that self-evaluation is a direct result of the teacher's reflection on 
his/her practice in the classroom, breaking it down into 1) "in action," in which the teacher is 
making decisions and observations while in practice, and 2) "on action," where the teacher 
reflects back on actions or decisions already made and executed. 
Withers (1994) advocates "co-professional evaluation" where peers evaluate each other's 
work using established criteria and student progress. This supports the multi-appraiser approach 
to evaluation. He also maintaias that teachers are practiced evahiators and have a great deal to 
contribute in their own evaluation, thereby supporting the case for self-evaluation. 
The combination of student feedback, principal feedback, and self-evaluation were 
examined for the first time by Wilcox (1995). Wilcox expected that there would be a gap, or 
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cognitive dissonance in the teacher's, student's, and princ^al's perceptions of the teacher's 
performances. She also e}q>ected that the dissonance in the results would facilitate reflection by 
the teacher on his/her performance. She did, in fact, find that there was a difference in the results 
of the three different feedback instruments, widi the princ^als rating teachers higher than the 
students at every level, and teachers even more prone to rate themselves higher than did the 
students. 
The current study will have the unique opportunity to determine which of the three raters is 
most accurate or justified in their judgments based on student performance. There is an 
expectation by the investigator that smdent ratings will show the strongest correlation between 
student achievement and teacher perfotmance. 
SIM Research 
In 1964 professors and research specialists in the College of Education at Iowa State 
University began a long-teim effort to measure and improve how teachers taught, smdents 
learned, and administrators led. By 1978, dieir efforts were called the School Improvemem 
Model (SIM), and they were supported by a stream of contracts and grants extending up to the 
present. 
Student feedback 
SIM uses a total-systems approach to the measurement and reporting of teacher 
performance with a clientele that is worldwide and includes some of the largest as well as smallest 
school organizations in the country. SIM developed and refined studem ratings as one con^nent 
of a total teacher performance evaluation system. 
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In 1973 Hidlebaugh developed and field tested a model teacher performance evaluation 
system utilizing a multiple-appraiser approach. In Hidlebaugh's study, 69 elementary and 
secondary teachers in the N^rville (Illinois) CommuniQr District 203 were rated by 1,140 
smdents, 207 peer teachers, and 20 administrators. Out of the original 360 items in the 
evaluation, 94 were found to be ^ropriate and to discrnninate between teachers. The results of 
the study, in Hidlebaugh's words, "support die use of multiple appraisers in the evaluation of a 
teacher's performance" (p. 93). Hidlebaugh concludes that "the bulk of en^irical evidence 
indicates that smdent ratings are probably the best single indication of a teacher's true 
performance' (p. 96). 
A review of research conducted by Judkins (1987) revealed "a list of valid and reliable 
teacher behaviors that make a difference in student achievement" (p. 3). Judkins concluded that a 
need remained for the development of discriminating teacher performance items for use by 
elementary and secondary school smdents. He reported, "Student evaluations of teachers is 
seldom utilized below the college level, although students have more contact with the classroom 
performance of the teacher than any other group" (p. 3). Judkin's study used data collected from 
2,919 students and 132 teachers in school systems in Springfield, Missouri and Eldorado Hills, 
California. All participants in the stu(fy were volunteers, and therefore not all smdents and 
teachers in the districts participated. 
The results of Judkin's study identified four pools of items grouped by the readabiliQr level 
of the items. Three different sofhme packages were used to do computerized reading level 
checks on the items. Judkins summarized that "this study would indicate that students from 
kindergarten through the twelfth grade are enable of providing student feedback to teachers that 
discriminates among teachers if the items are developed for the reading level of the smdents" (p. 
106). 
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Daniels (1989) conducted an investigation to detennine whether supervisor ratings of 
teachers could be used to predict student achievonent, and particularly to determine which 
teacher performance criteria related to higher student achievement. He was successful in 
establishing a relationsh  ^between teacher evaluation by well-trained principals and student 
achievement data and showed that criterionrreferenced pretests and posttests were more sensitive 
to changes in teacher behaviors than norm-referenced tests. 
Price (1992) discovered student feedback to be the most powerful in differentiating high 
perfonnance from low when compared with four other Actors. The four Actors used in the 
comparison were principal's ratings, peer ratings, accomplishment of growth plans, and student 
achievement. 
Weber (1992) and Omotani (1992) continued the work of Judkins and Hidlebaugh in 
independent studies within the Cave Creek, Arizona school district. Weber's study was directed at 
the K-5 level, while Omotani smdied the 6-12 levels. Both Weber and Omotani tested the 
discriminating ability of reading-level ^ propriate smdent feedback instruments. These smdies 
differed from previous research in that they used the total population of smdents and teachers, 
rather than a voluntary san^le. The questionnaires used in these two studies were developed in 
1990 by teachers and administrators in the Cave Creek Unified School District. Each of the 
smdent feedback questionnaires consisted of 20 items, most of which were selected from the pool 
of valid, reliable, and legally discriminating items identified by Judkins. Weber's study concluded 
that: 
When students' total mean ratings of teachei-s were con^ared by level, by individual 
grade, and in most instances when common questions were con^ared by level, there 
were no differences in ratings; primary and/or elementary students did not 
demonstrate a leniency or severiQr bias in their ratings of teachers. 136) 
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Omotani found that the original items developed by Judkins (1987) continued to 
demonstrate discriminating power. His study also reaffirmed the ability of students to rate teacher 
performance using survey instruments consisting of valid and reliable discriminating items. 
Omotani maintained that his research reinforces the premise that students can provide valuable 
information regarding teacher performance. 'Such a valuable source of information should be 
used to develop a more con^lete picture of teacher performance in order that gains in smdent 
performance can be achieved" (Omotani, 1992, p. 112). 
Building on the work of Price (1992), Weber (1992), and Omotani (1992), Wilkerson 
(1994) conducted a study to establish norms for student ratings of teachers by grade, by district, 
by subject, and an aggregate norm base. The purpose of the Wilkerson smdy was to enable 
schools, buildings, and teachers to utilize these norms for comparison purposes when using the 
student feedback instrument. One of his recommendations for practice is that teachers should be 
encouraged to use smdent ratings as a source in assessing and developing instructional practice 
and improvement goals" (p. 59). Wilkerson also recommends studies examining the correlation 
among smdent achievemem scores and smdent ratings of teacher performance, collecting smdent 
demographic data to determine its effects. 
Wilcox (1995) investigated smdent feedback in comparison to self-ratings by the teacher 
and ratings by the principal. She found that in conq>arison with smdem's ratings, the principals 
demonstrated considerable leniency in their ratings of teacher performance. The teachers also 
rated themselves higher in comparison to their own students' ratings. Wilcox (1995) notes that: 
This survey of students, teachers and principals worked so well that it seems desirable 
that more school organizations use a triangularion of data from the three groups to 
open a dialogue on how to help teachers improve performance. This could be done by 
using the data for both formative and summative conferences, (p. 98) 
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Wilcox goes on to recommend a new snufy  ^designed to hook student achievemem gains to 
the same three sources of ratings, pointing out that this kind of study would probably validate the 
correlation between student ratings of teacher performance and student achievement. 
Dietz (1996) conducted a smdy wherein she performed a &ctor analysis on the 20 items on 
the teacher feedback survey first developed by Judkins (1987) and used by Price (1992), Weber 
(1992), and Omotani (1992) in their studies, and later modified by Wilcox (1995) for use in her 
study of multiple appraisers. Dietz (1996) found that the 20 items clustered together under three 
separate factors. These factors were labeled 1) left brain (control of contem), 2) right brain 
(emphasis on pedagogy), and 3) imerest (the "pizzazz" &ctor). 
Kayona (1996) furthered the efforts of the SIM research team. The primary purpose of her 
study was to examine and compare the feedback of smdent teaching performance among 
university supervisors, cooperating teachers, smdents, and student teachers. This investigation 
analyzed inter-rater agreement among multiple ^praisers and item discrimination power of the 
feedback instruments used to collect the data. 
In its current form, the SIM process provides for 360-degree or multi-appraiser feedback 
components to teacher performance evaluation. The following belief guide the development of 
valid, reliable, and legally discriminating performance evaluation components: 
1. The bottom line is student achievement. Most evaluation plans omit the most important 
teacher and principal performance criteria, viz., "Do the students leam?" 
2. Excellence is ever-improving qualiQr. 
3. Quality is conformance to specifications. 
4. Feedback, not Wheaties, is the break&st of chan^ions. 
5. Principals, with sufficient training, and mult^le data sets, can be very valid teacher 
evaluators. 
6. Validity, reliability, and discrimination power are the hallmarks of a quality 
performance evaluation system. Validity means the criteria and results are 
truthful—behaviors are sought and measured that result in effective learning. Reliability 
means the results are consistent across evaluators and across time. Discrimination 
means the ability to sort high performance from average perforaoance from marginal 
performance. (Manatt & Kemis, 1997, p. 3) 
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The evidence for the need for a moiti-^raiser approach, or 360-degree feedback*, to 
teacher evaluation is supported in die literature. The literature also reflects comprehensive 
performance evaluations that have as their aim the goal of enhancing the quality of education, 
with qualiQr defined as the pursuit of high student achievement rather than the narrow aim of 
simply inq>rovmg individual competencies. 
The School Diq>rovement Model at Iowa State has generated numerous studies and 
dissertations of a total-systems approach to school improvement. This approach to school 
improvement is also backed in the literature under the concept of 360-degree appraisal. The SIM 
approach involves all the stakeholders of the school, including parents, students, teachers, the 
board of education, and administration, in the pursuit of ever inq>roving qualiQr. 
Summary of Literature 
This review has attempted to identify the history and rationale behind process-product 
research in education and the connection and potential it holds for addressing the demands for 
educational reform and accountabOiQr in the United States public schools; demands coming from 
parents, politicians, businesses, and the education communify. Public education is "under the 
microscope," reform and accountabilify are the conmion cries by those who are demanding 
improved performance from schools. 
Teaching is such a complex and contextualized phenomenon that any single method of 
measurement or evaluation will undoubtedly lead to ^ed assun^>tions and invalid results. This 
review of literature has noted that a multiple strategy of teacher evaluation and feedback that 
combines the elements of principal feedback and evaluation, student feedback, self-evaluation, 
and measures of student achievement on the taught curriculum is not only warranted, but 
demanded by today's public. The preponderance of the research supports multiple evaluators that 
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hook feedback on instruction to achievement by students m the ciassioom, with students involved 
in the feedback process. The student achievement measures are most desirably criterion-
referenced tests, with the abiliQr to correlate these results with norm-referenced examinations also 
administered. The criterionr-referenced tests appear to be much more sensitive to instruction than 
±eir norm-referenced counterparts and hold more promise for determining a teacher's effects on 
smdents (Popham, 1988a). 
There is a strong and growing realization that mult^le appraisers and data driven processes 
will improve instruction where the single rater system that has been the norm has &iled. The 
present literature review cites research verifying the validiQr, reliability, and abiliQr to 
discriminate certain student feedback to teachers' performance instruments, as well as the value of 
self-assessment in the evaluation process. 
The current review briefly sunmiarizes some of the influential research conducted by the 
School Improvement Model at Iowa State University that encompasses multiple appraisers and 
smdent testing, with an analogy to the growing trend in the business communiQr of involving all 
workers in the evaluation process, termed 360-degree feedback*. 
The present research study is designed to examine the performance of K-12 smdents on 
criterion-referenced reading, language arts, and mathematics tests, and the relationship of these 
measures of smdent achievement to multiple appraisers (students, teachers, principals) on the 
teacher's performance. Little research has been done at the K-12 level studying the relationship 
between student achievemem and teacher performance, especially with criterion-referenced 
measures. This study should substantiate assessment measures to establish accountabiliQ'^ -smdent 
performance and teacher performance and the relationship that should exist between them, in the 
continuity efforts at improving educational performance and quality. 
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Tables 1-3 are summaries of research literature. Table I summarizes literature on smdent 
evaluation of teachers' performance. Table 2 on self-evaluation to instruction, and Table 3 on 
360-degree evaluation. 
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Table 1. A summaiy of the research literature for student feedback to mstructioa 
Year Researcher Findings 
1973 
1987 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1990 
1990 
1983 
1988 
1987 
1950 
1991 
1987 
Hidlebaugh 
Judkins 
Price 
Omotani 
Weber 
Driscoll, Peterson, 
Browning, Stevens 
Scriven 
Arreola 
Stiggins 
Duke 
Manatt 
Riley, Ryan, 
Lifshitz 
Gastel 
Aleamoni 
Student ratings are probably the best single indication 
of a teacher's performance. 
Students can provide feedback that discriminates 
among teachers when the items are reading level 
^ipropriate. 
Student feedback was the best predictor of career 
ladder placement. 
Students are able to provide valuable feedback. 
Primary and/or elementary smdents did not 
demonstrate a leniency or severiQr bias in rating 
teachers. 
Primary grade students can provide reliable 
information about teacher effectiveness. 
Primary and secondary students can be useful 
evaluators. 
A significant relationship exists between student 
achievement and student ratings of course 
organization. 
Student raters provide useful data on aspects of 
instruction other than just achievement. 
Student ratings are more discriminating than any 
other source of data. 
Advocated use of student feedback for improving 
instruction. 
Urges multiple sources of data in teacher evaluation 
including student feedback. 
Multiple data sources in teacher evaluation should 
include smdent ratings. 
Table 1. Continued 
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Year Researcher Ficdtngs 
1990 Ferrare Collection of student ii^uc is increasingly regarded as 
a valuable data source 
1994 Wilkerson Student ratings should be used as part of a total 
teacher evaluation system. 
1995 WOcox Princ^als and teachers are more lenient raters than 
students. 
1997 Johnson The key to educational improvement lies in upgrading 
the qualiQr of teachers. 
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Table 2. A smmnaiy of the research literature for self-evaluation to mstruction 
Year Researcher Findings 
1991 
1973 
1991 
1994 
1987 
1994 
1995 
Scriven 
Hidlebaugh 
Gastel 
Withers 
Schon 
Airasianand 
Gullickson 
Wacox 
Believes concept should be examined bm fears ratings 
wQl be inflated in a foimal evaluation. 
Strong teachers will underrate themselves, weak will 
overrate themselves. 
Reconomends self-assessment by videotaping as one 
element of performance evaluation. 
Teachers have much to contribute in their own 
evaluations. 
Self-evaluation ^ cilitates modiBcation of classroom 
behavior and actions. 
Changes in practice and understanding will occur 
when teachers compare self-evaluations to students 
and princ^als. 
Teachers are more leniem evaluators than principals 
and students. 
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Table 3. A sununaiy of the reseaxch literature for 360-degree evaluatioa 
Year Researcher Recommendatioiis 
1995 
1973 
1987 
1991 
1987 
1987 
1988 
1993 
1997 
1997 
Cashin 
Hidlebaugh 
Aleamoni 
Gastel 
Manatt 
Medley & Coker 
StufQebeam 
Smith 
Armour 
Santeusanio 
No single source of data is sufficient to make a valid 
ju(^meiit about overall teaching effectiveness. 
Successful teacher performance evaluations must 
provide for a varieQr of ii^uts. 
Con^rehensive system of evaluation needs to be 
established with various components. 
Recommends videotaping, peer reviews, smdent 
feedback, and si^rvisor evaluations. 
Recommends a total-systems approach to evaluation. 
Princpal evaluation no association with student 
learning. 
Collaborative input from various stakeholders is 
important for persoimel evaluation standards. 
Performance should be reviewed by a fiill circle of 
people who have contact with the evaluatee. 
Multi-source review aims to improve performance 
instead of just telling workers how they are doing. 
Collective opinions of several stakeholders make the 
performance qipraisal conferences more meaningful. 
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CHAPTER IE. METHODS 
The present research was designed to determine whether a relationsh^ exists between smdent 
achievement on criterion-referenced tests in the basic skills of reading, language arts, and 
mathematics, and performance ratings of teachers by their students, selves, the ofBcial district 
evaluation instrument, and a principal feedback instrument which parallels the smdent rating form. 
Pretest, posttest, and gain scores on the tests were used, along with the aforementioned rating 
instruments. The criterionrteferenced tests were developed as part of a three-year curriculum 
renewal and alignment process Militated by the School hnprovement Model at Iowa State 
University, with pretests administered in the M of I99S and posttests administered in the spring of 
1996 to every smdent in the district. 
All smdents, principals, and teachers in the Lincoln CounQr School District were 
administered the teacher feedback instruments in the spring of 1996. The principal summative 
evaluations were completed in the spring of 1996. The three rating instruments consist of 20 items 
that are positive descriptors of teacher behavior and are a pan of the 360-degree evaluation system 
developed for the distria by the School Inqprovement Model. The principal summative instrument 
consists of four performance areas and a total of IS items that provide an additive score. Studem 
characteristics of gender, socioeconomic status, attendance records, and individual teacher class 
rosters were also smdied. The rating instruments, criterion-referenced tests, identification of the 
subjects participating, procedures for data collection, and the statistical analyses are discussed in 
this chapter. 
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The Rating Instraments 
Student Quesn'onnaires 
The four student feedback instruments used in this study were developed in 1990 and 1991 as 
pan of the research conducted by Omotani (1992) and Weber (1992) in their related studies 
examining the discrimination power of survey items contained on the feedback instruments. The 
questiomiaires are divided into grade levels as follows; lower elementary (K-2), iq)per elementary 
(3-S), middle school (6-8), and high school (9-12). The questionnaires are displayed in 
Appendices A, B. C, and D. These survey instniments were first developed by the School 
Improvement Model (SIM) for the Cave Creek School Distria No. 93 Stakeholders Conmiittee in 
its efforts at inchiding student ratings of teacher performance as one component of the district 
career ladder algorithm. The Cave Creek Public School System enlisted the services of the Iowa 
State University School Improvement Model (SIM) team in its endeavors with the questionnaire 
construction. 
SIM provided the Stakeholders Committee access to sample questionnaires as well as the pool 
of discriminating items previously developed and identified by Judkins (1987). The majoriQr of the 
items adopted for use on the student feedback instruments were selected from the pool of valid, 
reliable, and legally discriminating items identified in the Judkins study. The remaining items were 
developed by the local teachers in response to local concerns, and therefore had not been 
previously tested for validity, reliability, or discriminating power prior to their use by Omotani 
(1992) and Weber (1992). The items and questionnaires were revised several more times before die 
final adoption of the 1991 versions. 
The smdent feedback questionnaires consist of 20 items each. Throughout the development 
process efforts were undertaken to ensure that each of the items was worded to read as positive 
descriptors of teacher and student behavior. The Omotani (1992) and Weber (1992) research found 
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the questioimaiies that were developed to be valid, reliable, and discriminating prior to their use in 
this study, each questionnaiie had also been tested for grade-level readability. The lower 
elementary (K-2) instrument uses a three-{)oint rating scale tabulated with the values; No—0, 
Sometimes=2, and Almost Always ==4. The three remaining questionnaires (3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) 
use five-point, Likert-type scales tabulated as follows: Never^O, Not Often=L, Sometimes »=2, 
Usually=3, Almost Always=4. Therefore, for each of the four instruments a teacher receiving an 
Almost Always rating for each of the 20 items would receive a total score of 80. 
Beginning in 1994 and continuing through the present date, a national norm base has been 
established by SIM researchers that can be utilized for con^arison purposes, for the smdem rating 
instruments by item, by grade, by subject area, and an aggregate norm base. 
Teacher and principal quesrionnaires 
Wilcox (1995), under the auspices of SIM, developed the teacher and principal instruments as 
companions to the smdent instrument. The teacher self-feedback instrument was designed to 
parallel the studem instrument and elicit information from the teacher regarding his/her own 
perceptions on the quali  ^of his/her performance. The princ^al feedback instrument was designed 
to parallel both the student and teacher questionnaires and elicit information regarding the 
principal's perceptions on the qualiQr of the teacher's performance. Because these instruments 
parallel the student instrument, the Likert-type scale tabulates the same as the student instrument, 
and an Almost Always rating for each of the 20 items would dictate a total score of 80. The teacher 
self-feedback instruments and principal feedback instruments are displayed in ^ >pendices A, B, C, 
and D. 
The principal summative evaluation instrument is identical across all grade levels and consists 
of 15 items that were tabulated as follows: Exceeds Professionally Con^>etent=4, Professionally 
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Competent=3, Coinpetent=2, and Unsadsfactoty^l. Therefore, a teacher receiving an Exceeds 
Professionally Competent rating on each of the IS items would receive a total score of 60. The 
principal summative evaluation instrument is displayed in Appendix E. 
The Crnerion-Referenced Tests 
In 1991, the Lincoln CounQr School District #1 requested SIM One. SIM One is performance 
appraisal of teachers, administrators, support staff, and classified personnel. After exploring the 
potential of a more robust evaluation system, the school board requested SIM Two, which, after 
curriculum renewal and alignment, would provide pre- and posttesting for each subject at each 
grade level. Thus the district would add the elusive "do the smdents learn" to their performance 
evaluation criteria. 
The criterion-referenced tests were developed during the 1994-95 school year as part of a 
three-year process. First, the district went through a curriculum renewal and alignment process. 
Next, the district focused on the development of test items tied to the curriculum. Criterion-
referenced tests were created, pilot-tested, and modified prior to their use at the beginning of the 
1995-96 school year. A pretest was given in the &11, and a posttest given during the spring in each 
subject at each grade level. Both sets of data will be included in this study and reported in terms of 
mean scores and standard deviation. The Kuder Richardson (KR-20) reliabiliQr was computed for 
CRTs to estimate the tests' internal consistenQr. Tests in their final iteration had a KR-20 of .75 or 
better and the discrimination index for each item was positive .30 or better. 
For each child, for each subject, at each grade level, an achievement gain score was 
computed in terms of items correct. In addition to mean gain scores, a correlation was made with 
the Eighth Edition Stanford Achievement Score Form B. 
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The Saiiq>Ie 
The sample for this study is drawn from the Lincoln Coun  ^School District #1, located in 
southwest Wyoming. The school district consists of four sections per grade level, with two 
elementary buildings, one middle school, and one high school. The school population is stable. 
In order for a student to be included in the sanq>le, the following riata needed to be available: 
1) gender of the smdent, 2) scores for the eighth edition of the Stanford Achievement test, 3) 
pretest score, 4) posttest score, S) socioeconomic status as determined by enrollment in a free or 
reduced price luncb program, 6) the number of days the smdent was absent during the course of the 
year, and 7) the smdents' teacher. 
Table 4 describes the number of participating teachers, principals, and smdents per grade 
level along with the K-12 totals. Table 5 describes the number of participating teachers, principals, 
and students per grade level along with the K-12 totals for mathematics. Table 6 describes the 
number of partic^ating teachers, principals, and students per grade level along with the K-12 totals 
for language arts, and Table 7 describes the number of participating teachers, principals, and 
students per grade level along with the K-12 totals for reading. 
Table 4. Aggregate profile of participating teachers, principals, and smdents per grade level 
Grade Number of Number of Number of 
level teachers princ^als smdents 
K-2 10 1 186 
3-5 12 1 . 218 
6-8 5 1 254 
9-12 8 1 330 
Total K-12 35 4 988 
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Table S. Aggregate profile of participating teachers, principals, and students per grade level in 
mathematics 
Grade Number of Number of Number of 
level teachers principals students 
K-2 10 1 186 
3-5 12 1 312 
6-8 1 1 79 
9-12 3 1 233 
Total K-12 26 4 810 
Table 6. Aggregate profile of participating teachers, principals, and students per grade level in 
language arts 
Grade Number of Number of Number of 
level teachers principals students 
K-2 10 1 186 
3-5 12 1 189 
6-8 4 1 253 
9-12 5 1 295 
Total K-12 31 4 923 
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Table 7. Aggregate profile of partic^ting teachers, pr^ipals, and students per grade level in 
reading 
Grade Number of Number of Number of 
level teachers principals smdents 
K-2 10 1 186 
3-5 11 1 210 
6-8 0 0 0 
9-12 0 0 0 
Total K-12 21 2 396 
Collection of Data 
Directions for the administration of the feedback to teacher questionnaires were provided to 
the Lincoln County School District (Appendix F). All students, principals, and teachers in the 
Lincoln CounQr School District were administered the feedback instruments in the spring of 1996. 
The principal summative evaluations were completed in the spring of 1996 after the ratings 
instruments were administered. The raters recorded their evaluations of teacher performance by 
marking ovals on an electronic scanning response form (bubble sheet. Appendix G). The response 
forms are very similar to those used by the majori  ^of the standardized test formats utilized by 
schools in measuring student academic growth. Completed scanning response forms were collected 
and grouped by teacher. Teachers were assigned three^git code numbers to distinguish teacher 
sections and subject areas taught. 
The completed forms were shipped to the School hi^rovement Model ofBces at Iowa State 
University for processing and analysis. The contents of each teacher packet were checked for 
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proper coding and clean marking by SIM ofiflce personnel. Once accomplished, the con:^leted 
rating forms were scanned by the Iowa State University (ISU) Test and Evaluation Services 
department usmg the ISU Computation Center's mamfirame computer. The Research Instimte for 
Studies in Education (RISE) assisted in processing the data and establishing files to use with the 
SPSS statistical software package. 
The criterion-referenced pretests were administered m the &11 of I99S, with the posttests 
administered in the spring of 1996. The tests were then sh^iped to the SIM ofiBce and scored using 
the ISU Confutation Center's mainframe con^uter. The researcher then entered all pretest scores, 
posttest scores, and teacher feedback scores into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet on a Macintosh 
PowerBook conq)uter. Copies of the princ^al summative evaluation instrument, with three-digit 
teacher codes, were tnafled to the researcher directly, hand scored, and entered into the 
spreadsheet. 
The researcher traveled to the school site, Kemmerer and Diamondville, Wyoming, the week 
of June 8, 1996, to gather smdent data in regards to gender, SES, class rosters, attendance, and 
Stanford Achievement results. The researcher, with the assistance of central ofBce persoimel at 
Lincoln CounQr School District #1, entered the data in the Excel spreadsheet June 8-11. All data 
(teacher feedback, test scores, demographics) were merged into one master file using teacher code 
numbers for analysis purposes. Mari Kemis, research associate with RISE, assisted in processing 
the data to use with the SPSS statistical software package. 
Analysis of Data 
The criterion-referenced tests, smdent ratings, principal ratings, and self-ratings were 
scanned at the Iowa Sute University Computational Center. Test and rating results were entered 
into the Microsoft Excel spreadsheet program along with attendance, gender, socioeconomic status. 
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and individual class rosters. All data were imported into the SPSS statistical software program for 
analysis purposes. 
Descriptive statistics were calculated first, foOowed by specific statistical tests to address each 
research hypothesis. Additionally, the study used descr^tive data of the three groups of raters 
(smdents, teacher, princ^) and subject areas (reading, language arts, mathematics). 
This smdy employed several procedures to compute and analyze the data. They were the 
repeated-measures analysis of variance (ANOVA), the independent t-test, stepwise multiple 
regression, and correlation. 
Treatment of Data 
Appropriate tests of statistical significance were selected in order to test the null hypotheses 
presented in this study. In order to compare scores between individuals in different test groups, z 
scores were computed for all raw posttest scores. According to Gall, Borg, & Gall (1996), the z 
score is a type of standard score frequently used in educational research to express an individual's 
performance relative to the group's performance. The formula used for computing z scores was; 
raw score - mean 
standarddeviation 
In educational research "a person's relative standing on two or more tests can be conq>ared by 
converting the raw scores to z scores" (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 19%, p. 173). 
An independent t-test was used to determine the level of statistical significance of the 
observed difference between the san^le means of the criterion-referenced pretest and posttest 
scores (Hypothesis 1), the scores for males and females (Hypothesis 2), the scores for low 
socioeconomic status versus middle and high socioeconomic status students (Hypothesis 3), and the 
scores for high absence smdents versus regular attendance (Hypothesis 4). A t-test was also used to 
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detennine the level of statistical significance between the mean score ratings of teachers by 
elementary students versus secondary students (Hypothesis 11). Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1990) 
state that a t-test is a statistical test that allows con^arison of two means to determine the 
probability that the difference between the means is a real difference rather rhan a chance 
difference. The formula for the t-test is: 
^_XrX, 
''XI-X2 
Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh also point out that "Ihe most commonly used levels of significance in the 
field of education are the .01 and .05 levels" 187). The current research will reject the null 
hypothesis if the value reaches a significance level of .05. 
Correlation coefficients were determined to test whether a relationship existed between 
principal ratings, smdent ratings, teacher self-ratings, principal summative evaluations, and student 
gain scores on the criterion-referenced tests in reading, language arts, and mathematics 
(Hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8). 
A stepwise multiple regression was used to determine which of the four ratings was the best 
predictor of studem achievement in each of the three subject areas (Hypothesis 9). 
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was the method used to show whether differences existed 
in smdent achievement scores between individual classroom teachers (Hypothesis 10). The formula 
for the analysis of variance is; 
MS^=SS/dfb 
^^MS^=SSydf„ 
"Using one-way ANOVA, the equaliQr of all population means can be tested simultaneously while 
maintaining the pre-established Type I error rate" (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1988, p. 357). The 
Scheffe multiple range test was calculated to determine which group means differed significantly. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
This study's basic problem was to address whether a relationsh  ^exists between smdenc 
achievement on criterion-referenced tests in the basic skills of readii ,^ language arts, and 
mathematics, and performance ratings of teachers by their students, selves, the ofiBcial district 
evaluation instrument, and a principal feedback instrument which parallels the student rating form. 
Data were collected by using student questionnaires, teacher self-ratings, and principal ratings 
consisting of 20 items each. A principal summative evaluation (the district's adopted teacher 
evaluation instrument) consisted of IS items. Table 8 displays the mean ratings by smdents, 
principals, teacher self-rating, and principal summative evaluation for the reading, language arts, 
and mathematics teachers. 
Criterion-references tests were grade level and subject area specific. Means and standard 
deviations for the posttest z scores are displayed in Table 9. Table 9 also displays the raw score 
means aiKl standard deviations for the Stanford Eighth Edition results. A correlation matrix that 
depicts the imercorrelations among the criterion-referenced posttest scores and the studem scores 
on the Stanford Eighth Edition is displayed in Table 10. 
All rating instnmients were completed in the spring of 1996. Criterion-referenced pretests 
were administered in the fell of 199S, with the posttests administered m the spring of 1996. A total 
of 35 teachers were rated, with 988 students grades Kindergarten through 12 participating via 
rating instnmients and criterion-referenced tests. Four principals, one each in buildings configured 
K-2, 3-S, 6-8, and 9-12, rated teachers on both the 20-item instrument and IS-item summative 
evaluation. Table 11 displays the student ratings grade level and subject area means and standard 
deviations for Lincoln County District #1, as well as the national norms for each that were 
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Table 8. Mean ratings by students, pr^^als, teachers (selQ, and principal summative 
Teacher ID Level Studem Princ^al Teacher Princ^alsum 
001 K-2 64.78 52.00 72.00 43.00 
002 K-2 70.06 64.00 68.00 44.00 
003 K-2 72.53 66.00 76.00 43.00 
004 K-2 68.43 62.00 70.00 52.00 
005 K-2 72.13 66.00 70.00 44.00 
006 K-2 68.33 54.00 76.00 46.00 
007 K-2 73.73 64.00 78.00 52.00 
008 K-2 67.88 64.00 78.00 44.00 
009 K-2 72.67 64.00 78.00 48.00 
010 K-2 71.12 62.00 70.00 44.00 
Oil 3-5 71.81 55.00 75.00 45.00 
012 3-5 70,06 72.00 73.00 46.00 
013 3-5 57.35 66.00 67.00 43-00 
014 3-5 64.75 64.00 68.00 45.00 
015 3-5 63.37 69.00 57.00 46.00 
016 3-5 60.20 68.00 70.00 45.00 
017 3-5 62.87 61.00 74.00 44.00 
018 3-5 62.81 70.00 73.00 49.00 
019 3-5 54.21 59.00 72.00 46.00 
020 3-5 62.32 71.00 77.00 49.00 
021 3-5 50.33 65.00 69.00 45.00 
041 9-12 55.29 56.00 69.00 43.00 
043 9-12 56.50 56.00 61.00 42.00 
044 9-12 55.37 55.00 53.00 33.00 
048 9-12 45.44 58.00 58.00 32.00 
049 9-12 39.21 52.00 72.00 28.00 
050 9-12 44.42 45.00 65.00 29.00 
051 9-12 54.44 58.00 59.00 35.00 
067 9-12 56.91 58.00 55.00 24.00 
072 6-8 65.09 67.00 69.00 47.00 
073 6-8 59.41 51.00 55.00 39.00 
074 6-8 57.30 51.00 69.00 40.00 
076 6—8 48.36 53.00 67.00 35.00 
080 6—8 61.91 59.00 62.00 44.00 
081 6-8 61.35 60.00 55.00 40.00 
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Table 9. Means and standaid deviations for criterionrreferenced test z scores and Stanford Eighth 
Edition 
Variable Cases Mean S.D. 
Reading z scores 469 .0018 .9976 
Language arts z scores 905 .0082 .9963 
Mathematics z scores 828 .0241 1.0321 
Reading Stanford raw scores 741 71.59 23.06 
Language arts Stanford raw scores 552 38-17 10.21 
Mathematics Stanford raw scores 688 70-33 28.34 
Table 10. Intercorrelations among criterion-referenced test z scores and Stanford Eighth Edition 
scores 
Rz LAz Mz R LA M 
Variable scores scores scores Stanford Stanford Stanford 
R z scores — 
LA z scores .63 — 
M z scores .58 .60 — 
R Stanford .43 .47 .42 — 
LA Stanford .66 .61 .62 .76 — 
M Stanford .58 .39 .53 .60 .70 
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Table 11. National notm mean ratmgs by smdents coiiq>ated to Lincoln CoimQ'^  District #1 means 
and standard deviations 
Matfnnal Lincoln <^-nunty 
Grade/Subjea Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
K-2 61.64 8.65 67.28 8.20 
3-5 59.91 8.05 62.51 10.65 
6-8 54.97 8.30 60.72 14.19 
9-12 56.52 9.38 55.18 15.76 
Math 55.93 9.69 56.87 9.68 
Language arts 52.67 8.08 55.00 8.71 
established as part of the Wilkerson (1994) study. Generally, the Lincoln CounQr means were 
higher than the national norms. 
The inferential statistical tests of significance used to determine whether the differences 
between san^le means reflea population differences were the one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA), t-tests, (Pearson r) correlation, and stepwise multiple regression (Ary, Jacobs, & 
Razavieh, 1990). 
This chapter restates each of the research hypotheses presented in Cluster L A null 
hypothesis is stated for each. Tests were conducted with the null hypothesis rejected if the value 
reaches a significance level of .05. The results of the statistical tests performed on the data are 
displayed in table form. Hypotheses are presented and discussed in the order in which they 
appeared in Chapter I. 
Research Hypothesis 1 ~ Pretest to Posaest 
Research Hypothesis 1 stated that the scores on the posttests of the criterion-referenced tests 
will be significantly higher than the scores on the pretests of the criterion-referenced tests. 
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Research Null Hypothesis 1 stated that there would be no significant difference between the 
posttest scores and pretest scores on the criterionrreferenced tests. In order to determ  ^if there 
was a significant difference between pretest and posttest scores, a t-test for independent sanq>les 
was administered to examine the relationsh  ^of the mean scores for the two groups in each subject 
area. Tables 12,13, and 14 depict the mean score and standard deviation for the pretest and 
posttest scores in reading, language arts, and mathematics, respectively, along with the results of 
the analysis for each. 
Table 12. Analysis of criterion-referenced pretest and posttest mean scores for K-12 reading 
Test Number of pairs Mean S.D. t value 
Pretest 433 24.04 12.52 -16.34* 
Posttest 433 30.06 16.24 
*p<.OI. 
Table 13. Analysis of criterion-referenced pretest and posttest mean scores for K-12 language arts 
Test Number of pairs Mean S.D. t value 
Pretest 838 20.46 8.60 -17.77* 
Posttest 838 24.12 8.86 
•p<.Ol. 
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Table 14. Analysis of criterion-referenced pretest and posttest mean scores for K-12 mathematics 
Test Number of pairs Mean S.D. t value 
Pretest 762 21.50 6.39 -30.96* 
Posttest 762 29.59 8.43 
•p<-Ol. 
The null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference in the pretest scores and the 
posttest scores on the criterion-referenced tests was rejected for each subject area (t=-16.34, 2-tail 
probability=0.000, t=-17.77, 2-tail probabiliQr=0.000, t=-30.96, 2-tail probability=0.000). The 
mean for the pretest scores in reading was 24.04, in language arts it was 20.46, and in mathematics 
it was 21.50, whereas the posttest scores were 30.06, 24.12, and 29.59, respectively. The posttest 
score means were 6.02, 3.66, and 8.09 higher than the pretest scores in the three subject areas. 
It can be concluded that the posttest scores on the criterion-referenced tests are significantly 
higher than the pretest scores on the criterion-referenced tests. 
Research Hypothesis 2 stated that the scores for males and females will be significantly 
different on the criterion-referenced tests. 
Research Null Hypothesis 2 stated that there will be no difference in the scores for males and 
females on the criterion-referenced tests. In order to determine if there was a significant difference 
between males and females, a t-test for independent san^>les was administered to examine the 
relationship of the z scores for the two groups in each subject area. Tables 15,16, and 17 depict 
Research Hypothesis 2 — Male to Female 
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Table 15. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for males and females in reading 
Gender Number of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Male 239 -.0556 1.046 -1.19 
Female 230 .0541 .944 
Table 16. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for males and females in language arts 
Gender Number of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Male 479 -.0969 1.017 -3.38*» 
Female 426 .1264 .960 
**/?<.001. 
Table 17. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for males and females in mathematics 
Gender Nuntber of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Male 431 .0639 1.088 1.16 
Female 397 -.0191 .968 
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the mean posttest z score and standard deviation for the two groins along with the results of the 
analysis for each. 
The Research Null Hypothesis 2 was rejected for the subject area of language arts, but not 
rejected for reading and mathematics. Males and females did not score significantly di£ferent in the 
core subject areas of reading and mathematics, but did score significantly different in the area of 
language arts. The difference between males and females in language arts was significant at the 
.001 level (t=-3.38). It is interesting to note that in language arts, female achievement was 
superior to males. It is also interesting to note that female and male achievement was not differem 
in the other two areas. 
Research Hypothesis 3 — SES 
Research Hypothesis 3 stated that low socioeconomic students (SES) scored significantly 
lower on the criterion-referenced tests than middle and high socioeconomic status smdents (SES 
determined by eligibility or nonreligibility for the proxied measure of five and reduced price 
lunches). 
Research Null Hypothesis 3 stated that there would be no significant difference on the 
criterioi^referenced z scores between group 1, low socioeconomic students, and group 2, middle 
and high socioeconomic students. In order to determine if there was a significant difference 
between groups, a t-test for independent samples was administered to examine the relationsh  ^of 
the mean scores for the two groups. 
Tables 18, 19, and 20 depict the mean posttest z scores for the two groups in each subject 
area along with the results of the analysis. 
The null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference on the criterion-referenced 
tests between low socioeconomic status students and middle and high socioeconomic status smdents 
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Table 18. Analysis of mean posttest z scoies for low socioeconomic and middle and high 
socioeconomic students in reading 
SES Nmnber of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Middle 
and high 404 .0545 .945 2.55* 
Low 65 -.3521 1.229 
*/7<.01. 
Table 19. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for low socioeconomic and middle and high 
socioeconomic students in language arts 
SES Number of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Middle 
and high 823 .0372 .997 2.78* 
Low 82 -.2858 .951 
•;><.01. 
Table 20. Analysis of mean posttest z scores for low socioeconomic and middle and high 
socioeconomic students in mathematics 
SES Number of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Middle 
and high 745 .0647 1.024 3.41** 
Low 83 -.3402 1.042 
**p<.001. 
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was rejected for each subject area (t=2.55,2-tail probability=.01; t=2.78,2-tail probabiliQr==.01; 
t=:3.41, probabiliQr .^OOl). Lx}w socioeconomic status students scored significantly lower in each 
of the three subject areas. 
Research Hypothesis 4 — Absences 
Research Hypothesis 4 stated that high absence students scored significantly lower on 
criterion-referenced tests than students with regular attendance (high absence determined by 10 or 
more absences for the entire school year). 
Research Null Hypothesis 4 stated that there would be no significant difference on criterion-
referenced tests between group 1, high absence students, and group 2, students with regular 
attendance, in each of the subject areas. 
For this test, 681 students were considered to have regular attendance of less than 10 
absences for the school year, representing 69.3% of the smdents, with 301 smdents considered to 
have high absence greater than 10 absences during the school year, representing 30.7% of the 
students. Tables 21, 22, and 23 depict the mean posttest z score and standard deviation for the two 
groups along with the results of the analysis for each subjea area. 
Table 21. Analysis of high absence and regular attendance student mean posttest z scores in 
read  ^
Attendance rate Number of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Regular 351 .0451 .970 1.76 
High absence 118 -.1412 1.067 
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Table 22. Analysis of high absence and regular attendance snident mean posnest z scores in 
language arts 
Attendance rate Number of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Regular 641 .0735 .970 3.12* 
High absence 263 -.1529 1.044 
*p<M.  
Table 23. Analysis of high absence and regular attendance student mean posttest z scores in 
mathematics 
Attendance rate Number of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Regular 601 .1251 .985 4.55** 
ffigh absence 226 -.2539 1.096 
»V<.001. 
The null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference on criterion-referenced tests 
between group 1, high absence students, and group 2, students with regular attendance, was 
rejected for the subject area of mathematics (t=4.55,2-tail probabiliQrs.oOl) and language arts 
(t=3.12, 2-tail probabiliQr=.01). Research Null Hypothesis 4 was not rejected for the subject area 
of reading. There was no significant difference in scores between high absence students and 
smdents with regular attendance in this subject area. Students with high absenteeism scored 
significantly lower than students with regular attendance in the core subject areas of mathematics 
and language arts. The analysis indicates that regular attendance was a factor in student 
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achievement levels in these two areas, but students with high absence rates did not score 
significantly different in reading from snidents who attended class regularly. 
Research Hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8 — Ratings to Achievement 
Research Hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8 stated that there would be a positive relationship between 
each of the four rating instruments of teacher performance (principal, student, self, principal 
summative) and student achievement on the criterion-referenced tests as measured by z scores. 
Research Null Hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8 stated that there is no relationsh  ^between princ^al 
ratings of teachers, student ratings of teachers, teacher self-ratings, the principal summative 
evaluations, and student achievement on the criterioo-referenced tests. In order to determine if 
there was a relationship between these four rating measures, and student achievement as measured 
by the criterion-referenced tests, correlations were computed for the four rater groups and the three 
subject area criterion-referenced test z scores. Table 24 describes the means and standard 
deviations for the variables reading posttest z scores, language arts posttest z scores, mathematics 
posttest z scores, along with the raw score means and standard deviations for student ratings, self-
ratings, principal ratings, and principal summative evaluation. Table 25 is a correlation matrix that 
displays the intercorrelations among the measures of student achievement and the evaluation 
instruments. 
An analysis of Table 25 indicates high positive correlations between student evaluations of 
teacher performance and smdent achievement in all three core subject areas. There is a significant 
positive relationship between the student rating instrument results and student achievement on the 
criterion-referenced posttests in reading, language arts, and mathematics. 
Teacher self-ratings showed high positive correlations with smdent achievement scores in 
mathemadcs and language arts, with a slight positive correlation between self-ratings and student 
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Table 24. Means and standard deviations for the three achievement variables and four ratings 
variables 
Variable N Mean S.D. 
Reading z scores 21 .0800 .5228 
Language arts z scores 30 .0986 .4554 
Mathematics z scores 30 .0059 .4933 
Student ratings raw scores 34 61.20 8.94 
Self-ratings raw scores 34 68.18 7.40 
Principal ratings raw scores 34 60.53 6.67 
Principal sununative 
ratings raw scores 34 42.18 6.74 
Table 25. Intercorrelations among measures of student achievement and the evaluation instniments 
Variable Mzscore Rzscore Lzscore STUEval SELFEval PRINEval PRINSum 
Mzscore — 
Rzscore .55 — 
Lzscore .51 .71 — 
STUEval .67*» .75** .70** — 
SELFEval .67** .21 .57** .46 
PRINEval .17 .09 .46* .52 
PRINSum .51* .34 .73** .72 
*/j<.01. 
•*/7<.001. 
8^  
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achievement in reading. There is a significant relationsh  ^between the teacher self-rating results 
and smdent achievement in mathematics and language arts. 
The principal ratings of teacher performance showed a slight positive correlation with 
mathematics, but only a trace positive correlation with reading. There was a positive, substantial 
correlation between princ^al ratings and studem achievement in language arts. A significant 
relationship exists between principal ratings and student achievement in language arts. 
The princ^al summative evaluation correlations were positive in all three subject areas, with 
high correlations between the evaluations and student achievement in mathematics and language 
arts, and a substantial correlation between the summative evaluation and reading achievement. 
There is a significam relationship between the princ^al summative evaluations and student 
achievement in both mathematics and language arts. 
Following the data analysis. Research Null Hypothesis S (principal ratings) was rejected for 
the subject area of language arts. Hypothesis 5 was not rejected for the subject areas of 
mathematics and reading. The relationship between principal ratings and studem achievement in 
language arts was significant at the .01 level. The relationship between principal ratings of 
instruction and student achievement in mathematics and reading foiled to meet the preestablished 
rejection level of significance of .05. 
Research Null Hypothesis 6 (student ratings) that there would be no relationsh  ^between 
smdent ratings of teacher performance and student achievement was rejected for each subject area. 
Smdent ratings of teachers showed a significant positive relationship with student achievement in 
each of the three core subject areas at the .001 level. Studem ratings were the only evaluation 
instrument that was significant in all three areas. 
Research Null Hypothesis 7 (self-ratings) stated that there would be no relationship between 
teacher self-ratings and smdent achievemem. The data analysis indicates that there was a significam 
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relationship between math and language aits self-ratings and soident achievement at the .001 level, 
but that a significant relationsh  ^between teacher self-ratings and student achievement in reading 
does not exist. Therefore, the null hypothesis for self-ratings and student achievement in 
mathematics and lai^uage aits was rejected. The null hypothesis for reading was not rejected. 
Research Null Hypothesis 8 (princ^al summative evaluations) stated that there would be no 
relationship between principal summative evaluations and student achievement. The correlation 
coefficients indicate that a positive relationsh  ^exists between principal summative evaluations and 
smdent achievement in mathematics at the .01 level, and between principal summative evaluations 
and language arts at the .001 level. No relationship exists between the summative evaluations and 
smdent achievement in reading. The null hypothesis was rejected for both mathematics and 
language arts. The null hypothesis was not rejected for reading. 
Research Hypothesis 9 — Prediaor 
Research Hypothesis 9 asked which of the four ratings would be the best predictor of student 
achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. 
Research Null Hypothesis 9 stated that no rater group would contribute to the prediction of 
smdent achievement gain scores on the criterionrreferenced tests. The hypothesis that no rater 
group would contribute to the prediction of student gain scores on the three criterion-referenced 
tests was tested using a stepwise multiple regression. 
Table 26 displays the results of the analysis of reading z scores. The analysis of variance on 
step number one of the regression yielded an F value of 28.15 that was significant at the .001 level. 
Table 27 presents the results of the variables entered in the equation for the reading z scores. The 
analysis indicates that student ratings were significant (t=5.31, probabiliQrs.Qoi), whereas self-
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Table 26. Stepwise regression for reading achievement 
R 
.7492 
Source DF 
R-squared 
.5613 
Adj. R-squared Error 
.5414 .1037 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Sum of squares Mean squares F-test 
Regression 
Residual 
Total 
1 
22 
23 
.3028 
.2367 
.5395 
.3028 
.0108 
28-15** 
**/7<.001. 
Table 27. Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting student achievement on the 
criterion-referenced reading tests 
Variable results 
Variable B SEB P t Sigt 
In equation 
Student rating .0180 .0034 .7492 5.31 .000*» 
Not in equation 
Self-rating -.1147 -.1577 .8292 -.73 .472 
Principal rating .0013 .0019 .9860 .01 .993 
Principal sum .1083 .1548 .8958 .72 .481 
**/7<.001. 
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ratings, prmc^al ratings, and the princ^al summative evaluations Med to meet the predetermined 
rejection level of .05. 
The stepwise multiple regression found that the best prediaor of student achievement on the 
criterion-referenced tests in reading was student ratings. Princ^al ratings, teacher self-ratings, and 
the principal summative evaluations did not show any predictive value at the predetermined .05 
level for student achievement in reading. 
Table 28 displays the results of step number two for the analysis of language arts z scores. 
The analysis of variance on step number two of the regression yielded an F value of 36.89 that was 
significant at the .001 level. Table 29 presents the results of the variables entered in the equation 
for the language arts z scores. The analysis indicates that student ratings were significant (t=:1.99, 
probability=.05) as were the princ^al summative evaluations (t=6.07, probabiliQr=.001) whereas 
self-ratings and principal ratings failed to meet the predetermmed rejection level of .05. 
Table 28. Stepwise regression for language arts achievement 
R R-squared Adj. R-squared Error 
.7371 .5434 .5287 .1229 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source DP Sum of squares Mean squares F-test 
Regression 1 .5576 .5576 36.89** 
Residual 21 .4686 .0151 
Total 32 1.0262 
»*/7<.001. 
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Table 29. Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting snident achievement on the 
criterion-referenced language arts tests 
Variable Tesalta 
Variable B SEB P t Sigt 
In equation 
Principal sum .0193 .0032 .7371 6.07 .000** 
Smdent rating .3389 .3418 .4644 1.99 .050* 
Not in equation 
Self-rating .1879 .2175 .6119 1.22 .232 
Principal rating 2.9111 .0003 .6098 .002 .999 
*p<.OS. 
**/?<.001. 
The stepwise multiple regression found that the best predictor of smdent achievement on the 
criterion-referenced tests in language arts was the principal summative evaluation instrument at 
.001, with smdent ratings also having some predictive value at the .05 level. Principal ratings and 
teacher self-ratings did not show any predictive value at the predetermined .05 level for smdent 
achievement in language arts. 
Table 30 displays the results of step number two for the analysis of mathematics z scores. 
The analysis of variance on step number two of the regression yielded an F value of 18.28 that was 
significant at the .001 level. Table 31 presents the results of the variables entered in the equation 
for the language arts z scores. The analysis indicates that student ratings were significant (t=2.89, 
probabiliQrs.Ol) as were the self-ratings (t=2.88, probabiliQrs.oi), whereas principal ratings and 
principal summative evaluations failed to meet the predetermined rejection level of .05. 
The stepwise mult^le regression found that the best predictor of student achievemem on the 
criterion-referenced tests in mathematics was smdent ratings at .01, with self-ratings also having 
67 
Table 30. Stepwise regression for mathematics achievement 
R 
.7645 
Source DF 
R-squared 
.5844 
Adj. R-squared Error 
.5524 .1034 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Sum of squares Mean squares F-test 
Regression 
Residual 
Total 
1 
27 
.3937 
,2799 
.6736 
.1969 
.0108 
18.28** 
»*/><.001. 
Table 31. Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting student achievement on the 
criterion-referenced mathematics tests 
Variable results 
Variable B SEB P t Sigt 
In equation 
Student rating .0086 .0039 .4355 2.89 .0077*» 
Self-rating .0092 .0032 .4345 2.88 .0078* 
Not in equation 
Principal rating -.1476 -.2103 .6571 -1.08 .2923 
Principal sum -.1642 -.1650 .4199 -.84 .4108 
*p<.01. 
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predictive value at the .01 level. Principal ratings and the principal summative evaluation did not 
show any predictive value at the predetermined .05 level for student achievement in mathematics. 
Research Hypothesis 10 — Differences Between Teachers 
Research Hypothesis 10 stated there will be significant differences in student achievement 
scores between individual classroom teachers. 
Research Null Hypothesis 10 stated there will be no difference in smdem achievement scores 
between individual classroom teachers. In order to determine if there was a significant difference 
between student achievement scores and individual classroom teachers, a one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was utilized to explore the relationship among the groups in each of the three 
subject areas of reading, language arts, and mathematics. 
Table 32 describes the means and standard deviations of student posttest z scores for reading 
teachers, along with a column indicating the percent of mastery by smdents in each teacher class. 
Student pretest, posttest, and gain scores are tabled in Appendix H. 
Table 33 displays the results of the analysis of variance between student achievement and 
individual classroom teachers in reading. The analysis of variance yielded an F value of 3.49 that 
was significant at the .001 level. Because there was a significant difference among the levels of the 
independem variable subject, the Scheffe multiple range test was calculated to find the levels that 
produced significant differences at the .OS level. The Scheffe test indicated no two groups were 
significantly dififerent at die .05 level. 
Null Hypothesis 10, that there would be no difference in student achievement scores between 
individual classroom teachers, was rejected (F=3.49, probabili^=.001) for the subject area of 
reading. The analysis indicates that significant reading achievement differences do exist between 
J 
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Table 32. Means and standaid deviations of student z scores by reading teachers 
Teacher Count Mean S.D. % Mastery 
001 17 -.08 .89 .84 
002 35 .04 1.07 .86 
003 14 -.07 1.27 .85 
004 13 .65 .33 -94 
005 14 -.71 1-13 .77 
006 14 .17 .47 .88 
007 17 .24 .71 -92 
008 18 -.18 .93 .88 
009 18 .06 .52 .91 
010 16 -.12 1.64 .89 
Oil 15 .50 .49 .87 
012 17 .37 .43 .85 
013 16 .03 .62 .81 
014 16 -.89 1.49 .71 
015 28 .66 .54 .82 
016 24 -.03 .86 .71 
018 20 -.73 .97 .61 
019 24 .06 .83 .54 
020 20 -.17 1.07 .51 
021 22 .05 1.07 .54 
Table 33. One-way analysis of variance of student z scores by reading teachers 
Source df Sum of squares Mean squares F ratio 
Between groups 19 57.62 3.03 3.49** 
Within groups 358 310.95 .87 
Total 3377 368.57 
**p<.001. 
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individual classroom teachers. The Scheffe post hoc test ^ed to identify significant differences 
between any two teachers at the .05 level. 
Table 34 describes the means and standard deviations of smdent z scores for the teachers 
included in language arts along with the percent of mastery for each. See also Appendix H. 
Table 34. Means and standard deviations of student z scores by language arts teachers 
Teacher Count Mean S.D. % Mastery 
001 16 .10 1.01 .75 
002 37 -.05 1.02 .72 
004 13 .52 .90 .81 
005 16 -.39 l.ll .64 
006 13 -.05 -80 .71 
007 16 .22 .87 .93 
008 18 -.12 1.15 .91 
009 18 .28 .81 .94 
010 17 -.38 1.08 .89 
Oil 15 .56 .57 .89 
012 17 .22 .64 .85 
013 16 -.10 .77 .81 
014 16 -.66 1.45 .75 
015 20 .50 .61 .80 
018 26 -.02 1.05 .69 
019 22 .11 .89 .73 
020 22 .23 .96 .75 
021 22 -.19 1.03 .68 
048 63 -.08 .97 .50 
049 81 .02 1.05 .40 
050 71 .27 .98 .52 
051 64 -.16 .96 .68 
067 15 -.09 .88 .79 
072 5 .16 .50 .80 
073 46 -.22 1.05 .84 
074 41 -.25 .90 .75 
076 77 .01 1.00 .77 
081 78 -.01 1.02 .82 
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Table 35 displays the results of the analysis of variance between student achievement and 
individual classroom teachers m language arts. The analysis of variance yielded an F value of 1.65 
that was significant at the .05 level. Because there was a significant difference among the levels of 
the independent variable subject, the Sche£f6 mult^le range test was calculated to find the levels 
that produced significant differences at the .05 level. The Scheffe test indicated no two groins were 
significantly different at the .05 level. 
Table 35. One-way analysis of variance of student z scores by language arts teachers 
Source df Sum of squares Mean squares F ratio 
Between groups 27 42.82 1.59 1.65 
Within groups S52 820.88 .96 
Total 880 863.70 
Research Kull Hypothesis 10, that there would be no difference in smdent achievement 
scores between individual classroom teachers, was rejected (F=1.65, probabili^=.05) for the 
subject area of language arts. The analysis indicates that signfficant differences do exist between 
individual classroom teachers and reading achievement. The SchefP£ post hoc test foiled to identify 
significam differences between any two teachers at the .05 level. 
Table 36 describes the means and standard deviations of smdent z scores for the teachers 
included in mathematics along with the percent of mastery for each. See also Appendix H. 
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Table 36. Means and standard deviations of student z scores by mathematics teachers 
Teacher Count Mean S.D. % Mastery 
001 17 -.67 .69 .52 
002 35 .50 .55 .77 
003 14 .24 .88 .88 
004 13 .47 .47 .92 
005 15 -.48 .93 .74 
006 14 .15 .66 .87 
007 18 .37 .84 .93 
008 18 .15 .61 .91 
009 18 -.32 1.25 .86 
010 16 .69 1.13 .87 
Oil 15 .69 .38 .85 
012 17 .27 .60 .80 
013 16 .14 .59 .78 
014 16 -1.07 1.26 .62 
015 10 -.92 .81 .40 
017 28 .75 .779 .71 
018 23 .07 .63 .58 
019 23 .07 .75 .61 
020 23 .18 1.15 -63 
021 22 -.12 1.03 .58 
041 40 .74 .80 .76 
043 77 -.49 .82 .56 
044 77 -.39 1.26 .58 
072 13 -1.04 .60 .52 
081 79 .51 1.08 .69 
Table 37 displays the results of the analysis of variance between student achievement and 
individual classroom teachers in mathematics. The analysis of variance yielded an F value of 8.24 
with an F probability of .0000, which indicates a level of significance at the .001 level. Because 
there was a significant difference among the levels of the independent variable subject, the Schefi^ 
multiple range test was calculated to find the levels that produced significant differences at the .05 
level. 
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Table 37. One-way analysis of variance of snident z scores by mathematics teachers 
Source df Sum of squares Mean squares F ratio 
Between groins 24 168.40 7.02 8.24*» 
Within groups 622 538.08 .85 
Total 656 706.48 
**/><.001. 
Research Null Hypothesis 10 was rejected in regards to mathematics. (There is a significam 
difference in student achievement scores between individual classroom teachers.) Because there was 
a significant difference among the levels of the independent variable subject, the Scheffe multiple 
range test was calculated to find the levels that produced significant differences at the .05 level. 
Table 38 depicts the results of the mult^le range tests. The (*) indicates significant differences 
which are shown in the lower triangle. 
The multiple range indicated that students in teachers 072 and 043 classes scored significantly 
different Cower) than did students in teachers 080, 041, and 017. Students in teacher 044's class 
scored significantly different Gower) than did students in teachers 080 and 041. 
It can be concluded that there is a significant difference in student mathematics achievement 
scores between individual classroom teachers. 
Research Hypothesis 11 — Elementary to Secondary 
Research Hypothesis 11 stated that the mean score ratings of teachers by elementary students 
(K-5) will be greater than the mean score ratings for secondary teachers (6-12). 
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Table 38. Scheffe mult^le range results for mathematics teachers 
Teacher 
Mean Teacher 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
1 7 1 0 4 0 4 0 1 
4 2 5 1 3 5 4 9 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
2 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 
1 9 8 3 8 6 0 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
1 0 0 0 8 1 4 1 
2 7 4 2 0 1 1 7 
-1.07 
-1.04 
-.92 
-.68 
-.49 
-.48 
-.39 
-.32 
-.23 
-.12 
.07 
.14 
.15 
.15 
.18 
.24 
.27 
.37 
.47 
.50 
.51 
.69 
.74 
.75 
014 
072 
015 
001 
043 
005 
044 
009 
010 
021 
019 
013 
008 
006 
020 
003 
012 
007 
004 
002 
080 
Oil 
041 
017 
*p<.Q5. 
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Research Null Hypothesis 11 stated that there would be no significant difference between the 
mean score ratings of elementary and secondary teachers. In order to determine if there was a 
significant difference between the mean ratings of elementary and secondary teachers, t-tests for 
independent samples were administered to examine the relationship of the mean scores for the two 
groups in each subject area smdied. 
Table 39 depicts the mean score and standard deviation for the two groups along with the 
results of the analysis. The results show a t value of 5.57 that is significant at the .001 level. 
Table 39. Analysis of mean score student ratings of elementary and secondary teachers 
Variable Number of cases Mean S.D. t value 
Elementary 22 65.77 6.28 5.57** 
Secondary 12 52.83 6.82 
*»p<.001. 
The null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference between the mean score 
smdent ratings of elementary and secondary teachers was rejected (t=5.57, 2-tail probabiliQ^s 
0.000). The mean for the elementary ratings was 12.94 points higher, 65.77, than the mean for the 
secondary teachers at 52.83. 
It can be conchided that elementary students rated teachers higher than secondary students on 
the teacher rating instrument. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The primary purpose of this imrestigation was to examine the performance of K-12 sudents 
on criterion-referenced reading, language arts, and mathematics tests, and the relationship of these 
measures of student achievement to teacher performance measures by principals, students, and self-
ratings by the teachers, with the intent of unproving student performance through improved 
teaching. The major goal was to substantiate assessment measures to establish accountability-
student achievement and teacher performance and the relationship that should exist between them. 
A secondary purpose was to investigate the degree to which certain &ctors impact smdent 
performance, i.e., gender, socioeconomic status, and attendance. Through close examination of 
smdent achievement and teacher performance, educators should be able to identify and better 
understand those factors that inq>act smdent learning. 
Summary 
Teacher performance data were collected via ratings by smdents, by princ^als, and a self-
rating by the teachers, as well as the Lincoln County School Distria summative evaluation 
instrument prepared by principals, all administered in the spring of 1996. Student achievemem data 
were in the form of pretest, posttest, and gain scores on criterion-referenced achievemem tests in 
reading, language arts, and mathematics in grades Kindergarten through 12. Pretests were 
administered in the early fall of 199S and posttests were administered in the spni^ of 1996. In all, 
35 teachers, four principals, and 988 students partic^ated in the study. Raw scores were converted 
to z scores for analysis purposes. 
.1 L 
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The study identified the relationship between the teacher performance evaluation measures 
and student achievement in the classroom on criterion-referenced tests, and which ratings were best 
able to predict student achievement in the subject areas tested. The detailed findings which resulted 
from the hypothesis testing were presented m the preceding ch^ter. This summary restates each of 
the research hypotheses and presents the answers to them according to the results of the tests of the 
null hypotheses. 
Hvpothesis Number 1 stated that the scores on the posttests of the criterion-referenced tests 
will be significantly higher than the scores on the pretests of the criterion-referenced tests. This 
hypothesis was designed to address whether students were progressing in their mastery of the 
district curriculum. If teachers are teaching the district curriculum, and the criterion-referenced 
tests measure that curriculum, then students should naturally perform better after having been 
taught the curriculum. The null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference in the 
pretest scores and die posttest scores on the criterion-referenced tests was rejected for each subject 
area. It was concluded that the posttest scores on the criterion-referenced tests were significantly 
higher than the pretest scores on the criterion-referenced tests in reading, language arts, and 
mathematics. This indicates that teachers are delivering the distria curriculum and students are 
performing better on posttests of the curriculum than on the pretests prior to instruction. 
Hvpothesis Number 2 posited that the gain scores for males and females will be significantly 
different on the criterion-referenced tests. National standardized test scores show a tendency for 
females to score higher in language arts than males, and males to score higher in mathematics than 
females. The null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference in achievemem for males 
and females on the criterion-referenced tests was rejected. Females scored significantly higher than 
males on the language arts tests. There was, however, no difference in achievement levels between 
males and females on the reading or mathematics tests. 
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Hypothesis Number 3 addressed the tendency for underprivileged students to underperfotm 
their counterparts by stating that low socioeconomic status students would score significantly lower 
on the criterion-referenced tests than middle and high socioeconomic status students. The null 
hypothesis that there would be no significant difference in the achievement between low 
socioeconomic students and middle and high socioeconomic status students was rejected for all 
three subject areas. Achievement levels for students on free and reduced price lunches were 
significantly lower than the achievement levels on the criterion-referenced tests by the remainder of 
the student population. 
Hvpothesis Number 4 stated the belief that high absence smdents would score significantly 
lower on criterion-referenced tests than students with regular attendance. Educators have always 
placed a high value on student attendance, believing that high absenteeism would mean students 
would not do as well in school. The null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference on 
criterion-referenced tests between group I, high absence smdents, and group 2, students with 
regular attendance, was rejected for the subjea areas of mathematics and language arts. The null 
hypothesis was not rejected for reading. It was concluded that a relationship between attendance 
and studem achievement existed, with regular attendance manifesting itself in higher studem 
achievement than smdents with high absentee rates. 
Hvpotheses Numbers 5. 6. 7. and 8 all analyzed the relationship between teacher evaluations 
and smdent achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. Each hypothesis stated that there would 
be a positive relationship between the four rating instruments of teacher performance and student 
achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. These hypotheses were of paramoum interest for the 
primary purpose and goal of this study, to substantiate assessment measures to establish 
accountabiliQr—smdem achievement and teacher performance and the relationship that should exist 
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between them. A correlation matrix was established to compare the performance levels of smdents 
with the teacher evaluations. 
Null Hypothesis 5, that there is no relationsh^ between princ^al ratings of teachers and 
smdent achievement on the criterion-referenced tests, was rejected for the subject of language arts. 
Principal ratings of teachers dkl not show a significant positive relationship with student 
achievement in mathematics or reading. The princ^al ratings of teacher performance showed a 
slight positive correlation with mathematics, but only a trace positive correlation with reading. 
There was a positive, substantial correlation between principal ratings and smdent achievement in 
language arts. 
Hvpotfaesis Number 6 addressed the relationship between student ratings of teachers and 
student achievement. Past SIM research has indicated that smdents can provide reliable, valid, and 
discriminating feedback about teacher performance. The null hypothesis that there is no relationship 
between smdent ratings of teachers and smdent achievement on die criterion-referenced tests was 
rejected. The analysis indicated high positive correlations between smdent evaluations of teacher 
performance and smdent achievement in all three core subject areas. Smdent ratings were the only 
ratings to show high positive correlations in all three subjea areas. 
Hypothesis Number 7 stated that diere would be a positive relationship between teacher self-
ratings and student achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. The null hypothesis that there is 
no relationsh  ^between teacher self-ratings and smdent achievemem on the criterion-referenced 
tests was rejected in the subject areas of mathematics and language arts. The null hypothesis was 
not rejected in the subject area of reading. The data analysis indicated teacher self-ratings showed 
high positive correlations with smdent achievemem scores in mathematics and language arts, with a 
slight positive correlation between self-ratings and smdent achievement in reading. 
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Hypothesis Number 8 analyzed the relationship between princ^al sunnnative evaluations on 
the official district evaluation instrument and student achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. 
The null hypothesis that there is no relationship between the principal summative evaluations and 
student achievement on the criterion-referenced tests was rejected in the subject areas of 
mathematics and language arts, but not rejected in the subject area of reading. The principal 
summative evaluation correlations were positive in all three subjea areas, wfth high correlations 
between the evaluations and student achievement in mathematics and language arts, and a 
substantial correlation between the summative evaluation and reading achievement. 
Hvpothesis Number 9 questioned which of the four ratings would be the best predictor of 
student achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. The null hypothesis that no rater group would 
contribute to the prediction of student achievement on the criterion-referenced tests was rejected. It 
was concluded from the results of the stepwise mult^le regression that the best predictor of student 
achievement was student ratings. Student ratings were significant in all three subject areas, with 
teacher self-ratings being significam in mathematics, and the principal summative evaluations 
significant in language arts. School districts with limited budgets could administer student ratings of 
teachers for minor costs, in lieu of a more conq>rehensive system, and receive valuable information 
about teacher performance that could be used for inq>rovement of instruction. 
Hypothesis Number 10 asserted there would be significant differences in student achievement 
scores between individual classroom teachers. There is a common belief in education that some 
teachers possess better skills and are more adept at instruction than others. The nuU hypothesis that 
there would be no significant difference in student achievement scores between individual 
classroom teachers was rejected in all three subjea areas. Smdents performed better on the 
criterion-referenced tests in certain classrooms than in others. 
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Hypothesis Number 11 examined the mean score ratings of teachers by elementary students 
compared to the mean score ratings for secondary teachers, stating that elementary teachers would 
be rated higher by students than secondary teachers. The null hypothesis that there would be no 
significant difference between the mean score studem ratings of elementary and secondary teachers 
was rejected. The mean for die elementary ratings was 12.94 points higher than the mean for the 
secondary teachers. It was concluded that elementary students rate teachers higher than secondary 
students on the teacher rating instrument. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions are offered concerning the analysis of the data collected in this 
investigation. 
1. There is a positive relationship between student ratings of teachers and student 
achievement as measured by criterion-referenced tests. When considering the four raters/ 
evaluators of teacher performance, students were the only group that showed a high 
positive relationship in all three subject areas. Teacher self-ratings and the principal 
sunimative evaluations showed a positive relationship in mathematics and language arts, 
but failed to be significant in reading. Principal ratings showed a significant positive 
relationsh  ^to student achievement only in mathematics. 
2. Students performed significantly better on the criterioit-referenced posttests than on the 
pretests throughout all subject areas. This indicates that, generally, teachers taught the 
curriculum that the criterion-referenced tests were designed to assess. 
3. Low socioeconomic status students performed significantly lower on the criterion-
referenced posttests than did middle and high socioeconomic status students. This 
variable speaks to equity issues, and indicates that instruction and assessment are such 
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that low socioeconomic status students may not be receivmg as equitable an education as 
their counterparts. 
4. Females scored significantly better than males on the K-12 language arts criterion-
referenced tests. There were no significant differences in achievement by gender on the 
reading or mathematics tests. 
5. When considering the relationsh^ between absences aixl smdent achievement, it was 
concluded that high absenteeism contributed to lower student achievement in mathematics 
and language arts. High absenteeism was not a foctor in the relationship (or lack thereof) 
between absences and student achievement in reading. 
6. Student ratings were the best predictor of student achievement when conq>ared to 
principal ratings, teacher self-ratings, and the principal summative evaluations. The 
analysis revealed that student ratings were significant in all three subject areas, whereas 
the district summative evaluations conqpleted by principals were significant in language 
arts, teacher self-ratings were significant in mathematics, but principal ratings on the 20-
item instrument failed to meet the predetermined .OS level in any of the three subject 
areas. 
7. There was a difference in student achievement levels between individual classroom 
teachers. When comparing the mean gain scores in each subjea area, it was found that 
some teachers' smdents achieved at significantly higher levels than other teachers. The 
Scheffe post hoc tests revealed individual differences in mathematics. 
8. Student ratings of teachers at the K-5 level were higher than the ratings of grades 6-12. 
Prior research had indicated that grades K-2, 3-S, and 9-12 student ratings were 
different Ougher) than grades 6-8. When combining all secondary (6-12) in one group 
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for this study, and all elementary QC-S) in one group, a conclusion is that elementary 
students rate their teachers higher than secondary students. 
9. The paramount conclusion of the study was that smdent ratings of teachers are the best 
predictor of student achievement on district developed criterion-teferenced tests that were 
designed to measure the curriculum taught by the teachers on a day-to-day basis. Student 
ratings of teachers also showed the strongest positive relationship to smdent achievement 
on the criterionrreferenced tests when compared to the principal ratings of teacher 
performance, the teacher self-ratings of performance, and the principal summative 
evaluations of teacher performance. 
10. The study validated the teacher performance feedback instruments developed in 
conjunction with previous smdies. 
Lnnitations 
A number of limitations were imposed by the design of this study. They were: 
1. The use of one school district, while providing an overall large sanq)le of smdents, 
resulted in some small sample sizes for secondary teachers in the subjea areas of 
mathematics and language arts. Small (N) cell size may have affected the significance of 
differences between means of some groups. Larger (N) sizes may have changed some of 
the outcomes. 
2. All teacher evaluation and smdent achievement data were collected during the 1995-% 
school year, preventing the analysis of findings in a longitudinal study beyond that time 
period. 
3. Many variables not involved in the present study likely affected both supervisor ratings of 
teacher performance as well as studem learning (i.e., interpersonal relations). 
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4. Only teachers in reading, language aits, and mathematics were involved in this snidy, 
and caution should be observed in generalizing to other subject areas. 
5. Age, race, gender, years of e;qierience, or educational level were not considered 
regarding teachers or supervisors. 
Discussion 
Educational reform and transformation have been recurring themes during the past two 
decades. The focus on quality and continuous improvement have moved companies, businesses, 
government, and schools to en^>loy multiple feedback elements in their evaluations of worker 
performance. In today's climate of accountability, smdent performance is as important in the total 
systems approach to evaluation as feedback from mult^le ^raisers. Cashin (1995) makes the 
statement that the best criterion of effective teaching is student learning, the students of more 
effective teachers should learn more. Teacher performance and evaluation have long been areas of 
contention among educators at the K-12 level. How teacher performance ratings actually relate to 
student achievement has rarely been smdied. Studying the relationship between smdent 
performance and teacher performance can do much to substantiate assessment measures to establish 
accountabiliQr. This smdy sheds much insight into the value of multiple ^raisers of teacher 
perfoimance, especially the contribution that students have to offer, as well as the connection that 
can and should exist between a teacher evaluation system and student achievement measures. 
It was expected that disaggregating student achievement results by socioeconomic status, 
gender, and attendance would yield differences in levels of achievement as measured by the 
criterion-referenced tests. The findmgs in this smdy indicate that all three variables did have a 
relationship to student achievement in some form. Students with high absentee rates did not 
perform as well as smdents who attended school regularly in mathematics or language arts. Female 
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students scored significantly better on the criterion-referenced tests in language arts thati males. 
Low socioeconomic status students scored significantly lower than middle and high socioeconomic 
status students in all three subjea areas. The differences revealed by gender and socioeconomic 
status indicate that equitable access to die curriculum may not exist for certain student populations. 
The differences in achievement indicated by high absence smdents help to substantiate a claim 
educators have continually made, if students are not in school they miss out on educational 
opportunities and will not achieve as well as those students who regularly attend school. 
A common belief is that elementary students are less critical of teachers. This smdy provides 
results consistent with that belief. Previous SIM research indicated that there was little "leniency 
bias" on the part of elementary student raters conq)ared with secondary raters. The current research 
combined all secondary smdents into one 6-12 group, and all elementary raters into one K-5 
group. This may have contributed to the differences found. A plausible explanation for this finding 
is the nature and characteristics of the middle level learner, and the tendency to reject and rebel 
against authoriQr figures. Another possible explanation is that elementary teachers are doing a 
better job of meeting the needs of their students, and the students' recognition of this is manifested 
in the higher ratings they repon. 
Based on the review of literature, it was expected that princ^al ratings and evaluations of 
teachers, smdent ratings of teachers, and teacher self-ratings would all show a positive relationsh  ^
with student achievement on the criterion-referenced tests. Daniels (1989) was successful in 
establishing a relationship between teacher evaluation by well-trained principals and student 
achievement data and showed that criterion-referenced pretests and posttests were more sensitive to 
changes in teacher behaviors than norm-referenced tests. Principals involved in the current smdy 
were given extensive training in teacher performance evaluation. 
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Popham (1988a) asserted tbat criterion-referenced tests ^ipeared to be much more sensitive 
to instruction and hold more promise for determming a teacher's effects on students. An initial 
speculation during the analysis of the data was that principals mato little use of student achievement 
information when making judgments on teacher performance. An additional speculation was that 
teachers base their niq>ressions on their own teaching performance in part by how well their 
smdents are doing on assessments in the classroom. Students, however, because they know whether 
they are understanding instruction, and because they are in the class on a daily basis (unlike 
principals), appear to have a clearer impression of teacher performance than either principals or the 
teachers themselves. 
Mathematics instruction is concrete, sequential, and firequently measured in terms of student 
performance that an individual can see on ps^r. Students are either solving problems and learning 
concepts correctly or th^ are not. Students can relate directly to the teacher when they do not 
imderstand how to solve a problem or apply a concept. It may be more apparent what successful 
teacher performance in this subject area is when compared to subjects such as reading and language 
arts where smdent performance is not quite so easily measured during the instructional process. 
It is interesting to note that the difference between pretest and posttest scores for all smdents 
was the biggest in mathematics. Perh^ in the Lincoln County School District, teachers are doing 
a better job with math instraction than instruction in reading and language arts, and therefore the 
raters were better able to differentiate unsuccessful teacher performance in that subject. 
There is still a good deal of controversy around the counQr as to what is the best method or 
methods to use when teaching students how to read. Should it be the whole language approach, 
phonics, or some combination that blends the two? This could represent a reason for the inability of 
teachers and principals to effectively assess how well teachers are doing at teaching reading in this 
smdy. 
I 
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It was expected that student ratings would differentiate high performance from low 
performance. Price (1992) found studem ratings to be the most powerful Victor when compared 
with princ^als' ratings, peer ratings, accoiiq>iishment of growth plans, and student achievement. It 
was expected that principal ratings would associate more with student achievement than they did, 
especially recogniz^ the &ct that neither the princ^al ratings nor principal summative evaluations 
showed a significant relationship to student achievement in reading. It was also an expectation that 
teacher self-evaluation would show some significance in predicting student achievement based on 
the teacher's knowledge of smdent day-to-day performance in the classroom. It was not expected 
that teacher self-ratings would show as high a correlation with student achievement as they did in 
the areas of mathematics and language arts. It can be theorized that teachers do not always 
associate teacher performance with smdent performance, or stated differently, that the teacher may 
believe they are doing a good job with instruction despite low achievement by the students, and the 
smdents are not performing well because "it is the student's &ult." 
The concliisions of this study provide a strong argument for multi-source appraisal systems 
tied to student achievement measures. In so doing, schools are more enable of demonstrating to 
the public they serve how students are doing at mastering the local, district-prescribed curriculum, 
how smdents are doing in comparison to others in the state and around the country, and the 
connection that exists between teacher performance measures and student achievement measures 
within the district. 
The questions siurounding accountabiliQ'^  are answered when student achievement is the focus 
of teacher evaluation. A well-designed, multi-source appraisal system, such as the one represented 
in this smdy, demonstrates that the process and product of teacher evaluation can serve a 
constructive purpose for improving the quali^ of education, and for answering that elusive 
question, "Do the students learn?" Accountability is established for teachers and supervisors, and a 
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type of statistical quality control that J. Edwards Deming lobbied for is obtained. This 
comprehensive system, using student achievement data and multiple appraisers of teacher 
performance, greatly increases the ability of the system to nnprove individual competencies while 
at the same time improving die larger aim of enhancing the qualiQr of education for all students. 
Schools are able to address their ou^uts as well as their iiq>uts. Fmally, it should be remembered 
that all of the findings of the investigation were possible because of the district's five-year 
curriculum study renewing, aligning, and assessing the mathematics, reading, and language arts 
curriculum. 
Recommendations for Practice 
As a result of this investigation, several recommendations appear warranted. 
1. The data overwhelmingly point to the benefits of a multi-source data system for teacher 
evaluation. A crucial part to this is the inchision of student achievement data if die system 
is to improve the qualiQr of education. Therefore, any teacher appraisal system must 
include multiple sources of teacher performance data with links to smdent achievement in 
all subject areas. 
2. Smdents, who are the customers and their achievement the product, and teachers, who 
are responsible for the process, are entided to a voice in the quality of the instructional 
efforts. This study, as well as others before it, demonstrates that students (K-12) can rate 
the teacher's performance using an instrument that has proven reliability, validiQr, and 
discriminating power. Teachers are also capable of providing valuable iiq>ut into the 
evaluation process with an instnimem that parallels that used by the students. Any 
appraisal system should include information from students and teachers as an integral part 
of the total evaluation system. 
£ 
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3. Student achievement information based on data that represent the local curriculum and 
data that provide the district with comparisons to state and national norm groiq>s should 
be linked with, and made a part of, the total teacher appraisal system. Student 
achievement data are the best information the school has when addressing the concerns 
for accountability that are commonly heard in today's educational arena. 
4. The disaggregation of student achievonent data based on gender, race, and 
socioeconomic status is essential for schools if they are to answer questions surrounding 
equitable access to the curriculum. These data can provide die school with valuable 
information on areas it needs to address in continuous improvement efforts. The inclusion 
of attendance data tied to achievement is also positive ammunition for schools when 
informing parents of efforts they can undertake to inq>rove achievement. Though the 
currem smdy did not lend itself to an investigation into differences based on race or 
ethnic origin, this too should be included in a school's appraisal system in order to 
answer questions about equity. 
5. This total-systems ^)proach to teacher evaluation worked so well that it seems desirable 
that more school organizations use multiple data sources to open a dialogue on how to 
help teachers improve performance, and ultimately how to improve smdem achievement. 
It also should prove extremely beneficial to public schools' efforts at demonstrating to the 
public that there is accountabiliQr built into the public education system, accountabiliQr for 
smdent achievement and for inq>roving teaching practices. 
6. SIM procedures and standards for administering the studem feedback instruments should 
be followed. Teachers should not administer the questionnaires to their own students. 
7. Criterion-referenced pretests and posttests should be designed and administered in all 
curricular areas. Results from these tests should be included in the teacher performance 
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evaluation process as well as being communicated in aggregated and disaggregated form 
to the public annually. 
8. Compared to clinical supervision, this methodology (students, teachers, principals 
completing score forms) is very time efficient, requiring 20 minutes or less per 
respondent. 
9. The revising and reah'gnment of curriculum, with criterionrreferenced tests developed at 
the end of the process, while thne consuming, provides the most valuable continent to 
this total system. The student achievement component conq>letes the 360-degree nature of 
the process and answers the bottom line question, "Did the smdents leam?" 
10. Summative performance data firom the previous year should be revisited by teachers and 
their supervisors periodically during the school year. By doing so, teachers are more apt 
to address areas in need of improvonent. 
11. Criterion-referenced tests should be updated along with curriculum revisions so that they 
continue to truly represent what is being taught. Teachers must be held accountable for 
teaching the district-approved curriculum, and the district must be held accountable by 
the public for reporting how the distria is doing at in^roving studem achievement in all 
curricular areas. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
This investigation has demonstrated the validity and desirabili  ^of using multiple feedback 
instruments tied to student achievement data in a total systems ^roach to teacher performance 
evaluation. These findings suggest further research, hi each suggested study, the sample size should 
be as large as possible. 
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1. This study was lunited to the Lmcobi CounQr School District #1 in Kemmerer and 
Diamondville, Wyommg, This study should be replicated in oAer districts of various 
sizes across the United States, bodi for validiQr purposes and to provide the opportuniQr 
to include districts with mult^le princ  ^raters at each level. Included in this study 
could be disaggregated data (gender, SES, race, absences) on the Stanford tests (or some 
other national norm-referenced measure) in addition to the criterion-referenced measures, 
as well as the relationsh  ^of absences to SES. 
2. Additional research to establish nonns for the principal and self-rating instruments would 
provide more meaningful information to districts using the instruments to assess potential 
areas for improvement. 
3. A new smdy should be designed to analyze individual items on the feedback instruments 
and the relationship between those items and student achievement data across subject 
areas. The 20-item instruments could then be refined and renormed. 
4. A study that disaggregates student achievemem information by race or ethnic origin in 
addition to the gender and socioeconomic variables included in this smdy would benefit a 
broader range of school districts, and address some of the earlier process-product 
research done in inner ciQr schools that were based on norm-referenced student 
achievement data. Also included in this study could be student achievement data that 
includes summative grades given by teachers to students at die end of the school year. In 
addition, smdent feedback categorized by special education and general education should 
be examined. 
5. A longitudinal smdy that includes teacher evaluation and student achievement data should 
be collected over a three- or four-year period to remove variations that may have resulted 
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&om a short, one-year time frame, and to determine if teachers are able to in^rove their 
performance and student achievement performances over that time period. 
6. A study that categorizes and analyzes data by age, race, gender, and years of experience 
for both teachers and siq>ervisors to allow comparisons across these variables would 
provide valuable information related to improving performance and achievement. 
7. Case studies of teachers whose students consistently demonstrate superior achievement 
should be developed to investigate and document the practices, techniques, and overall 
performance demonstrated in their classrooms. Such high-gain teachers have much to 
offer others in the quest for educational excellence. 
8. The Lincohi Caway School District should continue to gather and analyze teacher 
performance ratings and student achievement data over tune in efforts at continuous 
inq>rovement. 
i' 
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APPENDIX A. 
K-2 QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
LOWER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (K-2) 
Because lower elementaiy students may experience difficulty in reading their own directions, the 
adult proctOT will read: 
Note to students: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep this 
form if you decide not to paiticq)ate. 
Directions: The statements on your sheet are designed to find out more about your class and 
teacher. For each question or statement, fill m tbe circle after each statement best describes this 
class or teacher. Tliis is not a test Do not put your name on Ais paper or answer sheet Please 
answer all the statements. Carefully listen to dkections for maridng answers. 
/• • 
CAREFULLY FILL IN THE CIRCLE 
if the statement does not describe your class or teacher at all. 
CAREFULLY FILL HSr THE (O) CIRCLE 
if the statement describes your class or teacher the way it is sometimes. 
CAREFULLY FUJL IN THE CIRCLE 
if the statement describes your class or ttacher the way it is almost all of the time. 
NOW LETS PRACTICE on the first item marked 0 (zero) at the top of your sheet 
0. I like ±e color red. 
Notice that some of you may mark and some of you may mark\^^^, jvhile others iMy 
mark o because each of you may have a diffoent opinion about red. All of the questions 
you will answer today are your opinions and you may each answer differently for each question. 
© 1994, Richard P. Manatt 
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Student Feedback to Teachers rLower Elementary. 
0. I like the color ted. 
1. My school day is interesting. 
2. We do the same tiung in dass everyday. 
3. I pay attention in class. 
4. Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. 
5. Our work is too hard for us. 
6. My teacher gives us homeworic. 
7. My teacher is usually prepared for class. 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
9. My teacher is fair with everybody. 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not watching. 
(over) 
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12. I can get help from my teacher when I need it 
13. My teacher tells me that I do good woik. 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find infonnatiai to help me leam about die lesson. 
15. My teacher is ready for class when it is time to begin. 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. 
17. My teacher is easy to understand. 
18. My teacher has us leam hard lessons in small steps. 
19. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to leam. 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can leam in each lesson. 
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K-2 STUDENT RATINGS 
TEACHER VERSION 
Rate your perfoimance on the following items; 
1 
No 
2 
? 
3 
Yes 
1. I make the school day interesting for my students. O o o 
2. I give my students enough time to do their work. O o o 
3. My smdents pay attention in class. O o o 
4. Discussions in my class are about lessons being smdied. O o o 
5. The work in my class is too hard for students. O o o 
6. I give my smdents homework. O o o 
7. I come to class on time. O o o 
8. I require that students follow the rules. O o o 
9. My smdents often have to take a test in class. o o o 
10. I care if a smdent wastes time in my class. o o o 
11. Even when I am not watching, my students work in this class. o o o 
12. Students can get help from me when they need it. o o o 
13. I give students new work to do when they are ready for it. o o o 
14. I tell smdents where they can find more information to 
help them leam about the lesson. o o o 
15. I am ready for class when it is time to begin. o o o 
16. I make it clear what I want students to do. o o o 
17. I give smdents interesting work if they finish their work before 
class is over. o o o 
18. I teach hard lessons in small steps. o o o 
19. I give smdents work back quickly. o o o 
20. I tell my smdents what new things they can leam in each lesson. o o o 
J 
98 
PRINCIPAL'S FEEDBACK TO TEACHER 
LOWER ELEMENTARY (K-2) 
Rate the teacher's perfonnance on the following items: 
1 
No 
2 
? 
3 
Yes 
1. This teacher makes the school day interesting. o o o 
2- This teacher gives students enough time to do their work. o o o 
3. The students pay attention m his/her class. o o o 
4. His/her discussions are about lessons being studied. o o o 
5. His/her work is too hard for the students. o o o 
6. This teacher gives students homework. o o o 
7. This teacher comes to class on time. o o o 
8. This teacher makes students follow the rules. o o o 
9. Smdents often have to take a test in this teacher's class. o o o 
10. This teacher cares if smdents waste time in class. o o o 
11. Smdents work in this class even when the teacher is not 
watching. o o o 
12. Smdents can get help from diis teacher when they need it. o o o 
13. This teacher gives students new work to do when they are 
ready for it. o o o 
14. This teacher tells smdents where they can find more 
information to help them learn about the lesson. o o o 
15. This teacher is ready for class when it is tme to begin. o o o 
16. Smdents know what the teacher wants them to do. o o o 
17. This teacher gives students interesting work if they finish 
their work before class is over. o o o 
18. This teacher has students leam hard lessons in small steps. o o o 
19. This teacher gives students work back quickly. o o o 
20. This teacher tells smdents what new things they can leam in 
in each lesson. o o o 
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APPENDIX B. 
3-5 QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 
100 
STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
UPPER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (3-5) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please lemember that completing this fonn is voluntary. You may keep 
this fonn if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 
0. Ilike to eat ice cream. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 == Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
O O O O O 
1. My teacher makes our work interesting. 
2. My school day is interesting. 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being studied. 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 
9. I finish my woric before class is over. 
10. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
11. My teacher gives me new work to (&> without having to 
wait a long time for iL 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 
13. My teacher knows me welL 
14. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my assigimisnt 
before class is over. 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
o 
o 
o 
O 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
0 
0 
0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o o 
o o 
o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
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16. My teacher tells us what tiew things we can leaxn in each lesson. 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy io 
understand. 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class time and other 
times during the school day. 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 
20. My teacher is well-prepared. 
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GRADES 3-5 —STUDENT RATINGS 
TEACHER VERSION 
Rate your perfonnance on the following items; 
1 — never, 2 = not often, 3 sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
i -2 J. A J. 
1. I make work interesting for my students. O o o o o 
2. My students find the school day interesting. o o o o o 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. o o o o o 
4. I give students work to do at home. o o o o o 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being smdied. o o o o o 
6. I return students' work quickly. o o o o o 
7. I make my smdents feel good when they do good work. o o o o o 
8. Students can get help firom me. o o o o o 
9. Students finish their work before class is over. o o o o o 
10. If my students finish their work before class is over, I give 
them interesting work. o o o o o 
11. I give new work without making the smdents wait a long time 
for it. o o o o o 
12. I explain lessons clearly. o o o o o 
13. I know my smdents well. o o o o o 
14. I will explain new things in a way that is easy to understand. o o o o o 
15. I have my smdents work at the right pace. o o o o o 
16. I tell smdents what new things they can leam in each lesson. o o o o o 
17. I will explain new things in a way that is easy to understand. o o o o o 
18. I am available to help smdents during class time and other 
times during the school day. o o o o o 
19. I use a variety of classroom activities and resources. o o o o o 
20. I am well prepared. o o o o o 
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PRINCIPAL'S FEEDBACK TO TEACHER 
GRADES 3-5 
1 = never, 2 not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
i J. A J. 
1. This teacher makes work mieresting for students. O o o o o 
2. The school day is interestmg for students. o o o o o 
3. The teacher and students go back over each lesson when 
they finish it. o o o o o 
4. This teacher gives students work to do at home. o o o o o 
5. This teacher ensures discussions ate about the subject 
being studied. o o o o o 
6. This teacher returns work to students quickly. o o o o o 
7. This teacher makes students feel good when they do good work. o o o o o 
8. Students can get help from this teacher. o o o o o 
9. Smdents finish their work before class is over. o o o o o 
10. If students finish their work before class is over, the teacher 
gives them interesting work. o o o o o 
11. This teacher gives students new work without making the 
students wait a long time for it. o o o o o 
12. This teacher explains the lesson clearly. o o o o o 
13. This teacher knows his/her students well. o o o o o 
14. This teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy 
to understand. o o o o o 
15. This teacher has students work at the right pace. o o o o o 
16. This teacher tells students what diey can learn in each lesson. o o o o o 
17. This teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand. o o o o o 
18. This teacher is available to help students during class time 
and other times during the school day. o o o o o 
19. This teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. o o o o o 
20. This teacher is well prepared. o o o o o 
i 
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APPENDIX C-
6-8 QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
MIDDLE SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (6-8) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please lemembcr that completing this fonn is voluntary. You may keep 
this fonn if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to ^ d out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test Do not put your name on 
this paper. Please answer aU the statements. 
1 s Never 
2 = Not often 
3 s Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 s Almost always 
3 4 
1. My teacher makes class woik interesting. 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 
4. My teacher is well-prepared for our class. 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are studying. 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 
9. I have more time to do my woik than I need. 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are going to do 
and why we are going K> do it 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to see if we understand 
what has been taught 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy to understand. 
13. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
o 
o 
O 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O 
o 
O 
O 
O 
o 
o 
O 
o 
O 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O 
o 
O 
o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
O O O O O 
O O O O O 
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1 2 3 4 5 
14. My teacher knows more about this subject than other teachen 
I have had. ' 0 O 0 0 0 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an assigmnent 
before the class is over. 0 O 0 0 o 
16. My teacher often makes materials and woiiaheets for us to use. 0 0 0 0 0 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 0 O 0 0 0 
18. My teacher returns tess and assignments quiddy. O O 0 0 o 
19. My teacher uses a vazie^r of classroom activities and resources. 0 O 0 0 0 
20. My teacher gives enough time to do our work. 0 O 0 0 0 
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STUDENT I?I&KUBACK - GRADES 6-8 
TEACHER VERSION 
Rate your performance on the following items; 
1 = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometmes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 J. A A 
1. I make class woric interesting. o o o o o 
2. I am fair with all smdents. o o o o o 
3. I maintain discipline in the classroom. o o o o o 
4. I am well prepared for my class. o o o o 0 
5. I give assigmnents related to the subjects we are smdying. o o o o o 
6. My students and I discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. o o o o o 
7. I ensure that our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. o o o o o 
8. I like it when smdents ask questions. o o o o o 
9. My smdents have excessive time in which to complete their work. o o o o 0 
10. I begin lessons by explaining what we are going to do and why 
we are going to do it. o o o o o 
11. I ask questions in class to see if my students understand 
what has been taught. o o o o o 
12. I explain new ideas in a way that is easy to understand. o o o o o 
13. I monitor smdents' work, as they are doing it, to see if 
they undersund the lesson. o o o o o 
14. I am very knowledgeable about the subject I teach. o o o o o 
15. I have work prepared for smdents to do if they complete 
their assignment before class is over. o o o o o 
16. I often use teacher-made materials and worksheets for 
my smdents to use. o o o o o 
17. I give tests and quizzes. o o o o o 
18. I return tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
19. I use a varieQr of classroom activities and resources. o o o o o 
20. I give students enough time to do their work. o o o o o 
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PRINCIPAL'S FEEDBACK TO TEACHER 
GRADES 6-8 
Rate the teacher named at the top of the form on the following items; 
L = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 JZ A A 
1. This teacher makes class work interesting. O o o o o 
2. This teacher is &ir with all students. o o 0 o o 
3. This teacher maintaias disc^line in the classroom. o o 0 o o 
4. This teacher is well prepared for class. o o o o o 
5. This teacher gives assignments related to the subject smdents 
are smdying. o o o o o 
6. Teacher ensures that there is discussion and summarization of 
each lesson just studied. o o o o o 
7. Class discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. o o o o o 
8. This teacher likes it when students ask questions. o o o o o 
9. Students have more time to do their work than diey need. o o 0 o o 
10. This teacher starts lessons explaining to students what they 
are going to do and why they are going to do it. o o 0 o o 
11. This teacher asks questions in class to see if students 
understand what h^ been taught. o o o o o 
12. This teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy to 
understand. o o o o o 
13. This teacher looks at students' work, as they are doing it, 
to see if they understand the lesson. o o 0 o o 
14. This teacher knows more about the subject than other 
teachers I have observed. o o o o o 
15. This teacher has work for students to do if they finish 
an assignmem before class is over. o o 0 o o 
16. This teacher often makes materials and worksheets for 
smdents to use. o o o o o 
17. This teacher gives tests and quizzes. o o o o o 
18. This teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. o o 0 o 0 
19. This teacher uses a varieQr of classroom materials and resources. o o o o o 
20. This teacher gives students enough time to do their work. o o o o o 
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APPENDIX D. 
9-12 QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 
110 
STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (9-12) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completmg this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below axe designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test Do not put your name on 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 
Students are not to ask any questions during the survey. 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 s Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5= Almost always 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 
2. My teacher asks questions see if we understand what has been 
taught 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are smdying. 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson we have just studied. 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we have already learned 
to learn new things. 
6. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quicldy. 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my perfomunce. 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this subject 
10. My homework helps me to leara the subject being taught 
11. My teacher makes materials and wodcsheets fc»  ^us to use. 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 
O O O O O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
o o o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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3 4 
13. Thefilmsorvideota  ^we watch help us learn about the 
subject we are studying. O O O O O 
14. My teacher tells the class about libiacy/inedia materials Aat will 
help us learn about the subject we are studying, when appropriate. O O O O O 
15. My teacher is well-OFganized. O O O O O 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. O O O O 0 
17. We work in different groups depending upon the activi  ^in 
which we are involv  ^ O O O O O 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways and 
find new ways to solve problems. O 0 O O O 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class time and other 
tiroes during the school day. O O O O 0 
20. My teacher looks at our wc»k, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. O O O O O 
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GRADES 9-12 — STUDENT RATINGS 
TEACHER VERSION 
Rale your perfoimance on the following items: 
1 = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usuaUy, S = almost always 
1 J. J. A J. 
1. I make class work interesting. O o o o o 
2. I ask questions in class to see if the students understand 
what has been taught. o o o o o 
3. I give assignments related to the subject we are stucfying. o o o o o 
4. My smdents and I discuss and summarize each lesson just smdied. o o o o o 
5. I tell students how they can use what th  ^already have learned 
to learn new diings. o o o o o 
6. I maintain discipline in my classroom. o o o o o 
7. I return tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
8. I give smdents feedback about their performance. o o o o o 
9. I am very knowledgeable about the subject(s) I teach. o o o o o 
10. I assign homework that helps students to learn the subject 
being taught. o o o o o 
11. I make materials and worksheets for students to use. o o o o o 
12. I use a varieQr of classroom activities and resources. o o o o o 
13. I use films or videotapes for students to watch that help 
them leam about the subject they are studying. o o o o o 
14. I tell the class about library/media materials that will help 
them learn about the subject they are studying, when appropriate. o o o o o 
15. I am well organized. o o o o o 
16. I like it when students ask questions. o o o o o 
17. I have cu:dcn!s v/ork in different groups depending upon the 
activity in which they are involvM. o o o o o 
18. I encourage smdents to look at problems in new ways and to 
find new ways to solve problems. o o o o o 
19. I am available to help students during class time and other 
times during the day. o o o o o 
20. I monitor student work, as they are doing it, to see if they 
understand the lesson. o o o o o 
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PRINCIPAL'S FEEDBACK TO TEACHER 
GRADES 9-12 
Rate the teacher on the following items: 
1 = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 2 J. A J. 
1. The teacher makes class work interesting. O o o o o 
2. The teacher asks questions in class to see if the students 
understand what has been taught. o o o o o 
3. The teacher gives assignments related to the subject students 
are studying. o 0 o o o 
4. Teacher ensures that there is discussion and summarization of 
each lesson just studied. o 0 o o o 
5. This teacher teUs students how they can use what they already 
have leaned to learn new things. o 0 o o o 
6. This teacher maintains discipline in the classroom. o o o o o 
7. This teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
8. This teacher gives students feedback about their performance. o o o o o 
9. This teacher knows more about the subject than other teachers 
I have observed. o 0 o o o 
10. This teacher assigns homework that helps smdents to learn 
the subject being taught. o 0 o o o 
11. This teacher makes materials and worksheets for students to use. o o o o o 
12. This teacher uses a varies of classroom activities and 
resources. o o o o o 
13. This teacher uses films or videotapes for students to watch 
that help them learn about the subject are studying. o 0 o o o 
This teacher tells the class about library/media m^riaJ  ^
diat will help them learn about the subject they are studying, 
when appropriate. o o o o o 
15. This teacher is well organized. o o o o o 
16. This teacher likes it when students ask questions. o 0 o o o 
17. This teacher has smdents work in different groups depending 
upon die activiQr in which they are involved. o o o o o 
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L J. J. A J. 
18. This teacher encourages sudems to look at problems in new 
ways and to find new ways to solve problems. 
19. This teacher is available to help students during class time 
and other times during the day. 
20. This teacher looks at students' work, as they ate doing it, 
to see if they understand the lesson. 
o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
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APPENDIX E. 
K-12 PRINCIPAL SUMMATIVE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 
116 
PERFORMANCE AREA I. PRODUCTIVE TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
Criteria Levels of Performance 
'Professionally 
ComBeteni" 
Professionally 
Comtjeient Comtetsnt Unsaiisfactorv 
I. Demonstrates effective 
planning skills. • a • • 
Evaluator Comments: Evaluatee Comments: 
2. foiplements the 
lesson plan. • a • • 
Evaluator Conunenis: Evaiiiatee Conunenis: 
3. Motivates students. a 
Evaluator comments: Evaluaiee Comments: 
Certified Staff Performance Evaluation Handbook, Lincoln County School District No. I 
PERFORMANCE AREA /. PRC^'^n'IVE TEACHING TECHNIQUES (contir.ued^ 
Criteria Levels of Performance 
"Professionally 
Comoetent" 
Professionally 
Cotncetent Cornretcnt L*n«arisfactPfx-
4. CommunicaKs effectively 
with students. • a • • 
Evaluaior Commenis: Evaiuatee Conunents: 
5. Implements the district's 
cutxicula. • • a • 
Evaluator Comraems: Evaiuatee Conunents: 
6. Selects fiom a broad repertoire 
of appropriate evaluation 
activities. • • a 
Evaluator Conunents: Evaiuatee Conunents: 
i 
Certified Staff Performance Evaluation Handbook. Lincoln County School District No. I 
PERFORMANCE AREA I. PROPW'^IVE TEACHING TECHNIQUES (continued) 
Criieria Levels of Performance 
"Professionally 
ComoeteniT 
Professionally 
Comoetent Cotnoetsnt Unsadsfactorv 
7. Provides opponunides for 
all snidents to experience 
success. • a • • 
Evaluaior Conunenis: Evaiuatee Conunenis: 
8. Displays a thorough knowledge 
of cuzxiculum and subject 
maner. • 
Evaluaior Comnwns: Evaluaree Conunenc: 
PERFORMANCE AREA 11. ORGANIZED, STRUCTURED CLASS MANAGEMENT 
9. Provides evidence of classroom 
organizatioa for effective 
instruction. • 9 • • 
Evaluamr Comraena: Evaiuatee Commems; 
Certified Staff Performance Evaluation Handbook, Lincoln County School District No. 1 
PERFORMANCE AREA II. ORGANIZED, STRUCTURED CLASS MCMT. (conunued, 
1 1 9  _  
Critena " Levels of Performance 
&cc8eds 
TrofessionaUy 
ComtJetent" 
Professionally 
Comoetenc Comcetsnt L'nsatisfactorv 
10. Sets high standaziis for 
student behavior. • a • • 
Evaiuator Conuneats: Evaiuatee Conunents: 
PERFORMANCE AREA III. POSITIVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 
11. Demonstrates effective inisr-
peisonal idanonships wi^  
others. IS 
Evaiuator Conunens: Evaiuatee Comments; 
12. Promotes self-discipline and 
responsibility. O 
Evaiuator Comments: Evaioatee Comments: 
Certified Staff Performance Evaluation Handbook, Lincoln County School District No. J 
PERFORMANCE AREA IV. PROFESSIONAL RESPOS'SIBILITIES 
Criteria 
120 
Levels of Performance 
• 
'Professionally 
Comoetent" 
Professionally 
Comoecent Comoetsnt Unsatisfaaorv 
13. Demonstrates employee 
responsibilides. • 3 • • 
Evaluacor Cotmnens: Evaiuaiee Comments: 
14. Demonstrates a willingness 
to keep cuxnculam and 
instructional practices curcem. a 
Evaiuarar Commencs: Evalaacee Commems: 
IS. Provides leadership. O 
Evaluaior Comments: Evaiuatee Commems: 
This summative evaluation is based upon the following observations, conferences, and supporting data: 
— Walk Throughs 
Formal Observation on 12/4/95 — Conferences 
In summary, the pcrtonnance of this individual (megZF) / does not meet (aicle one) the performance 
ciiteria for his/her job clasaficaiion. 
^aluatOT Dkte 
[NOTE: This summary statement need not be completed for mi(tyear evaluation.] 
Certified Sti^  Performanee Evaluation Handbook, Lincoln County School District No. 1 
i 
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APPENDIX F. 
DIRECTIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION 
122 
Student Feedback to Teadieis 
Suggestions for Administering the Questionnaires to Students 
Field use of tiie Student Feedback to Teadiers Questionnaire has suggested tips for 
obtaining feedback. The following guidelines should in^rove administration of 
die questionnaire: 
a. Read each direction to every class regardless of age (see spedal instructions 
for K'l students on instrument). 
b. Students in grades 3 and above will use No. 2 pendls and scan forms (answer 
^eets). 
c. Insistthatnonamesbewrittenon^scanfonnsandttiafpersonalized'pen 
or pendl colors be avoided. Say that you want "confidential" answers that 
you will add togedier to "get die big picture.1 Make it clear ttus is voluntary. 
If students pref  ^not to participate, dvey sisiply do not return ttte scan torxL 
d. Suggest diat students cover up their answer sheet if they ask you questions 
during the administration. 
e. Refrain from making any comments other tiian die specified directions. 
Never say "This is my report card." or "I hope I do well!" 
f. Ask a student to pick up the completed scan forms (again die reason is to 
assme anonymity). 
g. Seal the scan forms in die envelope provided and return it to the central office 
to be foi vvav.-':: ' T>.:ck Manatt at Iowa State University. 
h. If you have questions, call me at 515-294-5321. 
DickManatt 
i 
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Self Feedback to Teachers 
Suggestions for Completing the Questionnaiies 
Your packet ccmiaizis one questionnaiie and a scan fonn. The scan fozm is 
pre-coded with your assigned 2-digit teacher ID and a code designating Aat a 
teacher comple  ^^  questionnaire. 
Use a No. 2 pendl and do QQi fiU in your name. Completing this 
questionnaire is voluntary. 
Seal die scan form in the envelope provided and return it to the central office 
to be forwarded to Dick Manatt at Iowa State University. 
If you have questions, call me at 515-294r5521. 
Dick Manatt 
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Principal Feedback to Teachers 
Suggestions for Completing the Questionnaires 
Your packet contains one questionnaire and a scan form, for each teadier in 
yourbuilding. The teacher's name is written at tfie top left of die scan IbnxL 
The scan foixn is also pre<oded wi& ttie assigned 2-digit teacher ID and a 
code designating diat a ptsndpal completed Ae questionnaize. 
Use a No. 2 pendl and do QSt fin in your name. Completing these 
questionnaires is voluntary. 
Please complete the questionnaire for each teacher. Seal the scan forms in ttie 
envelope provided a  ^return it to the central office to be forvsrarded to Dick 
Manatt at Iowa State Universi .^ 
If you have questions, call me at 515-294-5521. 
Dick Manatt 
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APPENDIX G. 
STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL RESPONSE BUBBLE SHEET RATING FORM 
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APPENDIX H. 
STUDENT PRETEST, POSTTEST, GAIN SCORES BY TEACHER 
(READING, LANGUAGE ARTS, MATH) 
128 
STUDENT READING PRETEST, POSTTEST, GAIN SCORES. 
AND % OF MASTERY BY TEACHER 
Teacher ID PRETEST POSTTEST GAIN %MASTERY 
001 29.33 46.47 17.13 0.8449 
002 35.86 47.54 11.64 0.8644 
003 41.79 56.07 14.29 0.8496 
004 40.64 62 20.27 0.9394 
005 36.4 50.79 15.69 0.7695 
006 40.3 58.07 17.5 0.8799 
007 36.4 42.53 6.36 0.9246 
008 35.41 40.67 5.56 0.8841 
009 35.89 41.72 5.83 0.9070 
010 28.5 40.94 12.85 0.8899 
Oil 26.07 30.33 4.27 0.8667 
012 22.87 29.82 7.07 0.8521 
013 22.71 28.44 5.86 0.8125 
014 21.73 24.75 2.6 0.7071 
015 27.36 31.04 3.68 0.8167 
016 24.67 27.04 2.38 0.7116 
017 20 18.5 1.5 0.4868 
018 20.5 23.05 2.55 0.6066 
019 9.45 8.71 -0.68 0.5443 
020 8.73 8.1 -0.65 0.5063 
021 9.15 8.68 -0.84 0.5426 
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STUDENT MATHEMATICS PRETEST, POSTTEST, GAIN SCORES, 
AND % OF MASTERY BY TEACHER 
Teacher ID PRETEST POSTTEST GAIN %MASTERY 
001 14.64 15.53 0.79 0.5176 
002 13.44 23.17 9.76 0.7724 
003 22.14 39.71 17.57 0.8825 
004 21.73 41.62 20.82 0.9248 
005 19.94 33.47 13.2 0.7437 
006 27.58 38.93 10.83 0.8651 
007 25.19 40.89 15.63 0.9293 
008 23.47 39.89 16.81 0.9066 
009 20.35 37.83 17.29 0.8598 
010 17.21 38.25 20.46 0.8693 
Oil 24.13 34 9.87 0.8500 
012 23.4 31.82 8.13 0.7956 
013 19.73 31.19 11.6 0.7797 
014 21.38 24.94 3.56 0.6234 
015 14 16.5 3.22 0.4024 
017 22.11 28.96 6.86 0.7064 
018 18.09 23.91 5.83 0.5832 
019 22.95 26.39 4.9 0.6138 
020 23.95 27.26 3.41 0.6340 
021 19.32 25.05 6.33 0.5825 
041 21.71 37.59 15.88 0.7518 
043 22.15 27.77 5.62 0.5554 
044 22.69 25.95 3.26 0.5190 
048 22.22 25.42 3.2 0.5084 
072 132 24.8 11.6 0.4960 
073 21.37 27.04 6.02 0.5409 
074 21.15 31.67 10.75 0.6333 
076 21.96 26.6 4.45 0.5319 
080 24.09 29.52 5.73 0.5904 
081 24.05 29.49 5.74 0.5897 
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STUDENT LANGUAGE ARTS PRETEST. POSTIEST, GAIN SCORES, 
AND % OF MASTERY BY TEACHER 
Teacher ID PRETEST POSTTEST GAIN %MASTERY 
001 13.14 26.38 12.92 0.7536 
002 8.83 25.19 15.97 0.7197 
004 9 19.54 9.9 0.8141 
005 8.19 15.38 7.19 0.6406 
006 11 16.92 5.18 0.7051 
007 15.25 18.69 3.43 0.9344 
008 16.59 18.17 1.81 0.9083 
009 15 18.78 3.78 0.9389 
010 14 17.76 3.62 0.8882 
Oil 23.53 31.87 8.33 0.8852 
012 23.56 30.53 6.81 0.8480 
013 24.8 29.25 4.33 0.8125 
014 22.47 27.06 4.93 0.7517 
015 30.05 34.75 4.7 0.7898 
016 26.96 27.17 0.09 0.6176 
017 26.96 27.17 0.09 0.6176 
018 27.31 30.54 3.23 0.6941 
019 10.33 10.18 0.1 0.7273 
020 10.2 10.45 0.37 0.7468 
021 7.74 9.5 2 0.6786 
041 19.02 21.1 2.08 0.4220 
043 17.94 19.28 1.34 0.3856 
044 17.67 17.88 0.21 0.3576 
048 19.91 23.34 3.43 0.4668 
049 17.75 17.83 0.08 0.3566 
050 21.62 25.95 4.33 0.5190 
051 18.42 18.4 -0.02 0.3680 
067 19 19.07 1.33 0.3813 
072 24.4 32 7.6 0.7805 
073 23.74 24.52 1.02 0.5981 
074 22.51 27.24 5.17 0.6645 
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APPENDIX I. 
HUMAN SUBJECTS RELEASE 
Last Name of Principal Invesuloator Wllkerson 
132 
Checklist for Attaciinients aod Time Scbeduie 
The foUowinv are atxaciied (please check): 
12. n Lsosr or wiiasn satemenc to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) puzpose of ttie reseaxcb 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names. #'s). how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for paitidpation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiaiity 
f) in a longiiudinai study, note when and how you will coaact subjects later 
g) partidpation is voiumary; nonpanicipaiion will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13. Q Consent fonn (if applicable) 
14. ^  Letter of approval for resea  ^&om coopezaiins orgamzations or instimtions (if applicable) 
15.;^  Data-gathering instruments (student, principal, teacher rating instrument;) 
16. .Anticipated dates for cotuact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
rail ">995 - Fail 199? 
Month. / Day/Yetr Monifa./Day/Year 
IT. If applicable: liarm thar irf^nrffi^ onTI hft rgmnvwri frnm mmptaierf cnrvftv in<mmi«^fg anri/nr aiiriin nr vr^nat 
capes will be exased: 
rail -997 
Month. / Day / Year 
Lve Officer Date / Department or Adminisiranve Unit 
ion of the Univexsicy Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project Approved __Projea Not Approved No Acnon Required 
ofDetarun 
Patricia M. Keith 'AUo\°>\o PmX-cfH-. 
Dadb  ^ Signamre of Commitue Chairperso: Name of Committee Chairperson n 
GC:i/90 
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APPENDIX J. 
LINCOLN COUNTY DATA RELEASE 
ii; 
LIMCOLfl COUMTY m 
SCHOOL DISTRICT H0.1 
11 Adaviile Dr. • P.O. Box 335 • (307) 877-9095 
OIAMONOVILLE, WYOMING 83116 • FAX * (307) 877-9638 
CREATING A PROMISING FUTURE THROUGH EDUCATION 
April 29. 1996 
Richard Manatt, Director 
School Improvement Model (SIM) 
Project Office 
N239 Lagomarcino Hall 
Iowa State University 
Ames. Iowa 50010 
Dear Dr. Manatt: 
This is to authorize you and your SIM team (specifically. Mr. David 
Wilkerson, graduate student) to analyze Lincoln County School District #1 
student and teacher data centered on kindergarten through 12!h grade 
criterion-referenced tests In reading, language arts, and math, as well as 
student, principal, and Ssif evaluations of teachers. We understand that 
you are creating a statistical model that will enable our District to 
examine the relationships, if any, among (1) student characteristics of 
socio-economic status, gender (student and teacher), attendance, and 
building/class assignments; (2) achievement gains on Lincoln County 
School District's criterion-referenced tests (developed using the SIM 
model); and (3) student and principal feedback to teachers and teacher 
self-ratings, by aforementioned student characteristics, and by grade and 
subject matter. The district requests a report of all analyses and 
description of the model created. Further, it is understood that Mr. 
Wilkerson will co-author an article with Mr. Ron Maughan, District 
Superintendent, and Ms. Mary Ann Rogers, Director of Instructional 
Services, on the research • findings, and will prepare an elaborate study for 
the Lincoln County School District #1 Schools as a part of his Ph.D. 
dissertation. 
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Dr. Manatt (2) Page 2 
All tests will remain the property of this district. SIM is to destroy 
all reports, data sets, and drafts not returned to the District for deposit 
in order to assure confidentiality. In-district use of SIM's reports will 
follow the established human subjects in research regulations of the 
Board of Education and the State of Wyoming. 
If subsequent analysis of any data is requested by the district, it Is 
agreed that an amended Human Subjects in Research request will be made 
by the School Improvement Model Projects office to both the District and 
to Iowa State University. 
Sincerely, 
Ron Maughan, superimendent 
RM:c 
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